GoTriangle
Operations & Finance Committee
May 06, 2021
8:30 am-10:00 am Eastern Time

Based on NC safer at home executive orders in response to COVID-19,
the GoTriangle Operations & Finance Committee will meet remotely on
Thursday, May 6, 2020, at 8:30 am.

Click here to: Join Webex Meeting

Meeting Number/Access code: #171 387 2144
Password: 1234

Ordial: +1 415-655-0003

. Call to Order and Adoption of Agenda

(1 minute Vivian Jones)
ACTION REQUESTED: Adopt agenda with any changes requested.

. Draft Minutes - April 1, 2021

(1 minute Michelle Dawson)
ACTION REQUESTED: Approve minutes.

Wake Transit Performance Tracker Overview and Beta Test
Invitation
(10 minutes Katharine Eggleston)

Stephanie Plancich, CAMPO
Presentation

. Wake Transit FY21 Q4 Amendments

(10 minutes Steven Schlossberg)

ACTION REQUESTED: Recommend Board approval of the FY21
Q4 Wake Transit Work Plan amendments.

Presentation
Budget Change Impact
TPAC Memorandum

Durham County Transit Plan Amendments
(5 minutes Praveen Sridharan)

ACTION REQUESTED: Recommend Board approval of the FY21
Durham County Transit Workplan budget amendments.

Presentation
Budget Change Impact
Detailed Staff Working Group agenda
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VI.

VII.

VIII.

XI.
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Orange County Transit Plan Amendments
(5 minutes Praveen Sridharan)

ACTION REQUESTED: Recommend Board approval of the FY21
Orange County Transit Workplan budget amendments.
Presentation

Budget Change Impact

Documentation Submitted to SWG

Vehicle Purchase Authorization

(5 minutes Brian Mclean)
ACTION REQUESTED: Recommend Board authorize the
President/CEO to execute a contract for the purchase of six (6) low-
floor diesel Gillig buses with associated maintenance equipment from
Gillig Corporation for fixed route service not to exceed the maximum
dollar amount of $3,480,000.

Audit Contract

(5 minutes Saundra Freeman)
ACTION REQUESTED:

FY21 Q3 Financial Results
(10 minutes Saundra Freeman)

FY22 Budget
(20 minutes Saundra Freeman)

Fare Integration Study Final Report

Adjournment
(Vivian Jones)



GoTriangle Board of Trustees
Operations & Finance Committee Meeting Minutes
April 1, 2021
Held Remotely via WebEx

Committee Members Present:
Corey Branch Steve Schewel
Vivian Jones, Committee Chair Stelfanie Williams

Michael Parker

Commi
Valerie

ttee Members Absent:
Jordan Jennifer Robinson

Other Board Members Present:
Will Allen 11l Sig Hutchinson

Committee Chair Vivian Jones called the meeting to order at 8:32 a.m. A quorum was
present.

Action:

Adoption of Agenda
Action: A motion was made by Parker and seconded by Schewel to adopt the
agenda.

Approval of Minutes
Action: A motion was made by Branch and seconded by Parker to approve the
minutes of the March 4, 2021, meeting.

Upon vote by roll call, the two prior motions were carried unanimously.

RTP Connect Pilot Evaluation

Jennifer Green’s presentation is attached and hereby made a part of these
minutes. She shared the history of service in the Research Triangle Park area,
which began as fixed route shuttle service and served about 180 riders per day up
until 2016. She said at that time ridership began to decrease rapidly. In 2018
GoTriangle initiated its first pilot with OnDemand microtransit service; however,
ridership continued to decline with complaints about long wait times and long
travel times.

The RTP Connect pilot program began in August 2019. Service is provided through
a partnership with Uber and Lyft. Customers book trips directly through the
providers’ mobile application and receive up to $10 off trips that meet the
program criteria: trips must start or end at the RTC and connect to any points
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GoTriangle Operations & Finance Committee
April 1, 2021
Meeting Minutes

within the RTP zone. In February 2021 the zone was extended to include Boxyard
RTP, made possible by a partnership with Research Triangle Foundation.

Scott Levitan, president and CEO of Research Triangle Foundation, expressed
appreciation to GoTriangle for the partnership and stated he believes Boxyard RTP
will generate a tremendous ridership increase for RTP Connect.

Green reviewed the goals and objectives of the pilot program and key findings:
e Increase ridership within the RTP service area

(0]

o

Increase daily passenger trips — Ridership immediately increased to 99
passengers per day, but plummeted to 15 in March 2020 due to the
Covid-19 pandemic. Indications shows there is potential to reach the
goal of 180 passengers per day.

Improve service productivity — This metric has remained stable or
increased as trips are only provided when requested.

e Provide a cost effective service

(0]

(0]

Reduce GoTriangle expenses — GoTriangle resources within the RTP
area have been reduced and reallocated to higher ridership express
services.

Reduce subsidy per trip — Cost per passenger is below $10.

e Provide first/last mile connections to-and-from the Regional Transit Center

(0)

Most customers transfer to regional transit routes — Based on a study
by a UNC graduate student researcher in February 2020, up to a third
of the RTP Connect trips are not connecting to transit and 20% of
customers are taking two RTP Connect trips in their one-way journey.

Encourage new customers to use transit — 43% of RTP Connect riders
are new transit riders to GoTriangle, attracting new riders at a higher
rate than the system average.

e Improve customer satisfaction

(0]

Customers report high satisfaction —83% of customers rater the service
very high, noting the benefits of saving money and providing access to
folks without a car. RTC wait times and lack wayfinding are listed as the
biggest negatives.

e Provide equitable transit access

(0}

Improve transit access for underserved populations — The rider base is
comparable to the base for the RTP with the exception of lower
participation for the black population in the pilot compared to RTP
shuttles.

Green stated that evaluation of key performance metrics against targets has
shown the RTP Connect to be successful in meeting the program goals. She
highlighted additional considerations of the program:
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April 1, 2021
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e Lyft and Uber currently do not offer shared rides, so GoTriangle can’t
submit the passenger trips to the National Transit Database.

e Lack of data availability about deadhead miles makes the environmental
impacts of the partnership with ride hailing companies unclear.

e The planning and implementation of the pilot program has required
participation of staff in many GoTriangle departments.

Green stated that staff, in collaboration with the Research Triangle Foundation,
will be developing a proposal for permanent service design in the next few
months, followed by procurement of services for the next phase of RTP Connect.
She said that other areas within the GoTriangle service area have been identified
for further study for OnDemand service and collaboration with other entities
initiating microtransit.

Steve Schewel asked for more into about the challenge of environmental
reporting related to the deadhead miles. Green explained that deadhead miles are
the times between customer drop-off and when the next rider is picked up (non-
revenue service). She said there is no data for this time, but some studies estimate
it to be 40% of total revenue hours. Matthew Frazier added that this suggests ride
hailing services could increase vehicle miles traveled rather than reduce it. He said
this needs to be evaluated in more detail, but the data is not available. Green said
adding shared rides is something that would be of interest in the next phase and
could lower those deadhead miles.

Schewel reference the statistic that one third of the trips were not connecting to
transit and asked the goal. Green stated when the pilot was proposed initially the
Board wanted to focus on the first/last mile. She said this number indicates other
purposes for the program and different trip purposes such as providing mobility
from apartments surrounding RTP and for employees trying to reach other
services throughout the day.

Levitan suggested the data could help in approaching apartment owners for
additional support of the program.

Schewel added he looks forward for additional information on the equity impacts
of the service. Green shared that initial exploration indicate warehouse jobs in
the RTP area whose shift times do not match the hours of the RTP Connect
program, which was set up to support the nine to five commuter market into RTP.
She said longer service hours and more days of the week are things to explore for
the program.

Sole Source Purchase of Streets CAD/AVL System
Patrick Stephens requested approval of a sole source contract with Trapeze
Software Group, DBA Trip Spark Technology, for the replacement of GoTriangle’s

3
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GoTriangle Operations & Finance Committee
April 1, 2021
Meeting Minutes

CAD system. He said the initial project budget was $3 million, but the expected
cost is $2.875 million, which includes installation and first year maintenance and
hosting fees and contingency. Stephens added that the current AVL system is no
longer supported by the vendor. He justified the request for a sole source after a
Request for Information determined that no single vendor could integrate our
Trapeze current systems without some replacement or duplication. He said this
purchase will improve service delivery through better route management and
have better integration with the maintenance, scheduling and yard management
systems.

Michael Parker asked if there are opportunities to coordinate with other systems
in the region using this kind of software. Stephens said Cary also uses Trapeze,
Raleigh a different system and Durham is in the process of researching. Parker
responded that he would like to see the different transit systems in the region
work more effectively together.

Action: On motion by Parker and second by Schewel the Committee voted to
recommend Board approval of a Sole Source purchase and award a contract to
Trapeze Software Group Inc., dba TripSpark Technologies, for the replacement of
GoTriangle’s computer aided dispatch and automatic vehicle location (CAD/AVL)
for a maximum dollar amount of $2,875,000, and authorize the President/CEO to
execute the contract consistent with those terms. Upon vote by roll call, the
motion was carried unanimously.

Classification & Compensation Study
Kristen Dixon shared data regarding GoTriangle’s workforce as context for the
recommendations from the classification and compensation study:

e GoTriangle has 252 employees, with an average tenure of 7 years.

e 80% is over age 40 with 25% at or approaching retirement eligibility.

e Current policy allows for payout of up to 75% sick leave balance at
separation totaling over $160,000 in 2019-2020.

e GoTriangle spent $2.7 million in overtime costs from 2018-2020, with costs
increasing 148% from 2016 to 2019; overtime grew on average 37%
annually since 2016 (with the exception of 2020 due to Covid-19).

e GoTriangle has 34 different salary grades and just over 85 different jobs.

e 63% of GoTriangle’s workforce was hired into a position with a starting rate
of $15.25 per hour or below.

e GoTriangle had 131 separations from 2019-2020: 65% were voluntary, 91
were in positions earning $15.25 per hour or less, 75 were in the
operations department.

e Operations has the highest turnover rate with separations typically
occurring within 3.5 years.
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April 1, 2021
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e Operator pay was last adjusted in 2017; training rate is $13-14.50 per hour
based on experience.

Mark Holcomb of Evergreen Solutions presented the study findings and
recommendations, which are attached and hereby made a part of these minutes.

Holcomb explained the process of the study and said in addition to the
recommendations today, next steps will include updated job descriptions and
FLSA determinations, the creation of career ladders for select departments and
recommendations for policy revisions.

Holcombe shared the following takeaways from the employee survey:

e Job stability was the top reason given for employee satisfaction.

e Employees also find satisfaction from work that contributes to their
community with meaningful work and the benefits package.

e Health insurance is the top benefit as rated by employees, followed by
paid time off and the retirement plan.

e Over 70% of employees believe their job is important and believe in the
mission and purpose of GoTriangle.

e Approximately 85% of employees do not have a clear path to promotion.

e Employees’ priorities for the study were related to individual pay — merit
increase percentage, annual base pay and pay ranges of classifications

Holcombe said GoTriangle’s current pay structure is well-defined with a simple
and consistent progression between grades. He also praised GoTriangle for
progressing employees along the ranges. He noted several weaknesses:

e More than 20% of employees are capped a the maximum of their range

e 16% of employees are approaching grade maximum

e 10% of employees are near their grade minimum, most in operations

The following peers were surveyed:

NCDOT Raleigh

GoDurham Durham

Raleigh Transit Authority Charlotte

FAST (Fayetteville) Cary

GRTC (Richmond) Wake County
Sound Transit (Seattle) Durham County
COTA (Columbus) University of North Carolina
DART (Dallas) NC State University
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GoTriangle Operations & Finance Committee
April 1, 2021
Meeting Minutes

Results:

e GoTriangle pay ranges significantly lag the market at minimums and also
lag at the midpoints; ranges are more competitive at the maximum of the
range.

e GoTriangle’s employee-only health care cost is cheaper for employees
than the market average.

e GoTriangle’s contribution to retirement accounts is higher than peer
average.

e GoTriangle’s vacation and sick time accruals match the market, but
payouts upon separation are significantly more generous.

e GoTriangle’s annual tuition reimbursement amount is significantly lower
than peer average.

Recommendations:

e Update pay plan with 10% increase to the minimum, midpoint and
maximum.

e Make individual reclassification and pay grade reassignments for positions
even further behind market average.

e Implement $15 per hour staring wage.

e Implement methodology for realignment based on employees’ time with
GoTriangle.

e Update job descriptions and FLSA status.

e Develop career ladders for certain departments.

e Consider policy changes to bring benefits closer in line with the market.

Additional recommendations for transit operations:
e Increase stating wage to $17 per hour.
e Speed up progression between levels for high performing employees.
e Implement new $200 semi-annual performance bonus for operators,
service attendants and customer information specialists.

Holcombe estimated the total annual recurring cost for all the recommendations
at just under $250,000.

Corey Branch asked if staff had reviewed these recommendations and when could
they reasonably be implemented. Charles Lattuca responded that the
recommendations would be incorporated into the FY22 budget.

Stelfanie Williams asked if GoTriangle conducts exit surveys and if that
information was made available to Evergreen. She also encouraged GoTriangle to
consider about pathways to employment particularly in regards to operators.
Carolyn Lyons responded that exit discussions are held with employees, but the

Page 8 of 168



VI.

GoTriangle Operations & Finance Committee
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information was not shared with Evergreen; however, it is being used in a parallel
project related to diversity and inclusion.

Williams asked if that is something Evergreen would typically look at in their
studies. Lyons stated that it was considered but her experience is most employees
leave because there is no opportunity for advancement. She noted this did come
out in the employee survey conducted by Evergreen.

Parker asked about working conditions and environment for operators working
split shifts. Patrick Stephens responded GoTriangle provides sleep rooms and
break rooms for operators. He said some agencies are providing fitness rooms and
study rooms.

Schewel also encouraged GoTriangle to be involved in trying to create a pipeline
for jobs. He added that the city and county of Durham have adopted a minimum
livable wage of $16.98 per hour.

Vivian Jones asked if there are plans for conducting a regular classification and
compensation study. She shared that the town of Wake Forest surveys a third of
its positions every year to keep from getting behind.

Action: On motion by Parker and second by Branch the Committee voted to
recommend that the Board approve the 2021 Classification and Compensation
Pay Plan and designate the President/CEO the authority to administer the new
Plan based on the findings of the Study. Upon vote by roll call, the motion was
carried unanimously.

FY22 Budget

Saundra Freeman presented updated information on the FY22 budget, which is
attached and hereby made a part of these minutes. She noted that the
recommendations from the classification and compensation study had not been
incorporated into the budget, but would be for the April budget workshop.

Freeman said since the last meeting staff had identified $4.5 million in additional
grant revenue, in addition to reducing department expenses, bringing the
projected budget deficit to $246,000. She pointed out the budget does not include
any capital at this point. She also said the budget assumes the resumption of fare
collection on July 1.

Freeman asked for direction on moving forward to increase GoTriangle’s share of
the vehicle rental tax that also is split with the three county transit plans. Parker
stated his concerned with making changes to the split this late in the budget
preparation cycle. He suggested starting the conversations this year for
implementation in FY23.
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Freeman stated that staff would continue to make sure all sources of revenue
have been identified and also potential for further reductions in expenditures.
Additionally, capital requests will be considered, focusing on available grant
revenue to fund those.

VIl. Adjournment
Action: Committee Chair Jones adjourned the meeting at 10:10 a.m.

Vivian Jones, Committee Chair

Attest:

Michelle C. Dawson, CMC
Clerk to the Board of Trustees



Page 11 of 168

Presented to GoTriangle
O&F Committee on May 6, 2021.

By: Stephanie Plancich, CAMPO

An online resource that tracks and reports on our investment in Wake County’s transit network

There are two documents that form the foundation of the Wake Transit Performance Tracker. The Wake Transit Plan is a
citizen-approved transit investment program that sets overarching program goals, known as the four big moves. Since the
plan’s initial adoption, other Wake Transit documents have identified and defined additional performance targets.

The annual Wake Transit Work Plan outlines the specific transit services, programs and capital projects that will be funded
in the upcoming fiscal year (July to June). It also includes our multi-year investment strategy which lists the service and
infrastructure investments planned to be funded in future years covered by the Wake Transit Plan.

Wake Transit Plan
Adopted in 2016, Update in 2021

Wake Transit Work Plan
Adopted each year in June
Planning Period: July 1-June 30
Defines specific investments for the next year
Is developed every year
Lists specific service & construction projects
Allocates funding to each specific investment

Planning Period: FY2021-2030
Sets investment goals for a ten-year period
Is updated every 5 years
Contains a broad vision for investment
Is based on estimated financial assumptions

The Performance Tracker will be updated twice each calendar year and will be housed on the Wake Transit webpages
located on GoForwardNC.org/Wake. It will provide staff, partners, stakeholders, and community members the option to
view Wake Transit program performance information in one online location.

There are 2 components of the Wake Transit Performance Tracker. The Interactive Project Map includes information on
service and infrastructure projects that have been completed, are underway, will be funded in the next fiscal year, or are
scheduled to receive funding in future years. Users can also visit the Program Performance Dashboard, a graphic-driven,
printable, program-level progress report showing how our transit investments made to date are contributing to the
accomplishment of set Wake Transit program goals and objectives.

May 2020 - June 2021 Wake Transit Performance Tracker Development Timeline
2020

May-June
Finalize the project
scope & schedule,
conduct consultant
selection, kick-off
initial development

July-September
Engage the core
technical team,
develop functional
specifications, set
design elements

October-December
Back end structure
is being developed,
Compilation of the
dashboard data for
publication online

January-March
Site development
continues, Map
data and shape
files are compiled
through FY2022

April-May
Testing phase:
Alpha test in April,
Beta test with
stakeholders
occurs in May

Finalize and launch
the Wake Transit
Performance Tracker,
execute a community
awareness campaign

The Wake Transit Performance Tracker is expected to go live in late spring/early summer 2021 at:
WakeTransitTracker.com

If you have questions please email staff@waketransittracker.com
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MEMORANDUM

TO: GoTriangle Board of Trustees Operations & Finance Committee
FROM: Finance& Administrative Services
DATE: April 21, 2021
SUBJECT: Wake Transit FY 2021 Q4 Wake Transit Work Plan/Budget Amendment

Strategic Objective or Initiative Supported
Implement the Wake Transit Plan with Transit Planning Advisory Committee.

Action Requested

Staff requests that the GoTriangle Operations & Finance Committee recommend Board approval
of the FY21 Q4 Wake Transit Work Plan amendments. A total of eight (8) amendments have been
included for a total financial impact $680,734.

Background and Purpose
Seven (7) major amendments
1. Wake Forest Loop (B): Reverse Circulator
GoCary Complementary ADA Services
Weston Parkway Route
Sunday Service, Holiday Hours and Extended Paratransit
Alternative Fuel Vehicle Acquisition Matching Grants
Wake Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Facility: Northern Corridor - Alternatives Refinement, Project
Development, and Final Design
7. New Bern Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Facility

o vk W

One (1) minor amendment
1. Increase Midday Frequencies on Pre-Existing Routes

Included in these attachments has been submitted for approval:
e Memorandum from TPAC Administrator
* Proposed FY 2019 Q1 Amendment List
e Detailed Individual Project Amendment Request
e TPAC Budget & Finance committee Disposition Memo & Table Summary



At the time of the Operations & Finance Committee receiving this item, TPAC will have reviewed
and recommended this amendment to both the CAMPO Executive Board and the GoTriangle
Board of Trustees. The CAMPO Executive Board will be reviewing this item during the May 19t
Executive Board Meeting.

Financial Impact
The proposed amendments, if recommended by this committee and approved by the Board of
Trustees, will increase the Wake Transit Work Plan by $680,734.

Attachments
e Budget change impact
e TPAC memorandum and background

Staff Contacts
e Steven Schlossberg, (919) 485-7590, sschlossberg@gotriangle.org
e Saundra Freeman, (919) 485-7415, sfreeman@gotriangle.org

Page 34 of 168



1202’9 AeN
9911WWO0Y) ddueul{ pue suollesadQ 9j3ueli] oo

sjuUsWpuUaWY 0
UE|d J1OM 1ISUEI] IEM 120 A4

LISNVHL NI INJINLSIANI ALINNININOD V

dIdVMYUO4 OO




LISNVHL NI LNINLSIANT ALINOWINGD ¥V

QdVMHYHO04d OO

109[0ud so1noy Sullsix3-aid uo sapuanbal{ AeppiA asealoul s,Aip)oo 104 198png aylr isnlpy T
juswipuawy JoulAl (T) @2uQ

S9|21IYIA [9n4 dAI3BUIRY Y 9Seydind 0} ydlew |ed20| Y3 J04 uoledo||e Suipuny ayl aleuiwl|3j
1Yy 91esodiooul 03 103foud 1 4g uiag MmaN s,ybiajpy fo A1) 9y 01 spuny} 91e20||V

SISAjeuy aA1leUIRY|Y 1HYg UJaylION S,ybiajpy fo A11H ay3 Joj 2dods ay3 puedx]

91noy Aemdued uoisapn S, AipHoo Joj adods ayiy isnlpy

9JIAJI9S YAV Alejuswijdwo) s,410H09 40} 9do3s 9yl 1snlpy

}Isuesleied papuaix3 pue sunoH AepijoH ‘921A19S Aepuns s,AipHoo 10} 9d0ds ay3 1snlpy
101e[N2J1D) 3SI9ARY 153104 DA 9Y3 03 JIAISS Aepanies ppy

Sjuowipuawy J0lejp (Z) uanas

A NS N O~

|enosdde oy pallwigns usaqg aAey SlUBWPUSWY 8 JO [RIOL Y -

juswipuswy ue[d 3J0/ lisueld] e O — TCAS

891 0 9¢ abed



LISNVHL NI LNINLSIANT ALINOWINGD ¥V

IdVMHYO4d OO

*19qWa1das ul Spieoq 9AI1NJ9Xa 0} pPaluasald aq 01 paledidipue si Adljod sauljaping sulpund

"Y0SZS S| swo21no Adljod jo ssa|piesal

‘PEMO||e JUNOWE WNWIUIW 3yl Ing ‘sauljaping pardope 193w 01 Y00SsS paisanbau ayl o) smojje Adijod
9Y3 J1 9|ge|leAe apew 3 [|IM Junowe ||n} 3yl "3sanbau uswpuswe siy3 jo jerosdde uodn 303[oud ay3
01 9|ge|leAe apew 3 ||IM Y00S5S Paisanbal ayl Jo Y0szs 01 dn os paisnipe sem juswpuawe |euly ay|

's309(o.d |eyided jsued] 9yeA\ 01Ul SJUBWI|S 4N} Nd pue e Sullesodiodul Jo) saulapIng
3uipunj dojaAap 031 SAIIBIIIUI BY) SDPN|IUL 1SIT XSO YIOA) 231 IWW0IqNS dUbul{ pup 13bpng 3yl

109(04d sa1n0y Bunsix3-aid uo sapuanbai4 Aeppiia asealoul s,AipH09 104 123pnqg ay3 1snlpy ‘T

sisAjeuy aA1leUIRYY 14g UIBYMON S,ybIajpy Jo A1) ayy Joy 2doas ay3 puedx] G

91noy Aemyied uoisapn S,A10H09 J0) 9doas syl isnlpy v

92IAJIBS YAV Aejuswidwo) s,4A10H09 J0) 9doas ayi isnlpy €

lisueJsieled papuaixi pue sinoH AepljoH ‘@21A49S Aepuns 41009 104 9d0ds ay3 1snlpy 7
J01B|N2JID 9SIDNSY 159404 3B Y3 03 921AI3S Aepunies ppy T

Sjuswipuswy Jolelp (£) usanas

juswipuswy ue[d 3J0/ lisueld] e O — TCAS

891 o /¢ sbed



LISNVHL NI LNINLSIANT ALINOWINGD ¥V

Q m <; m o n— O O T2 Iudy — papuawiwodas Jydl

pa13IWqns s3uaWWod 21jqnd oN
€/ 0895 - 120dw| [DUDUIS [010]

1oedw) |epueuld

juswipuswy ue[d 3J0/ lisueld] e O — TCAS

891 Jo g¢ abed



isuolnsang®




SJUBWPUSWY HD-TZAd 40} 22uUe|eq puny JeaA Joid 9120y o (000°009) - 000°00S 9AJ9SaY Jea ) Jold

SIPIYIA [9n4 dAEUIRYY dseydind cY 0 (000°002°1) (000°'002°1) anlesay [ejde) josfoid

0} Yd3eW |BD0| B} JOJ UOIIRIO||e SulpuNy By} dleUIWI(]

My 21e.0d100U 0 cF 000°00S 000'00S - (lended - ybiajeyo9) ybiajey jo Ano
109(0ud 14g uiag MaN s,y3Ia|ey 4o AlD By 01 spuny 1ed0||y

JUusWpuaWYy 159404 JJOAA 2Yd

195440 0} spuny ealy Suipun{ AJlunwWwo) TZA4 Pa1edojjeun 14 (99z'61) (99z'61) B aniesey - ealy buipung Ayunwwod

(BunesadQ - ealy

103B|N2JID) DSI9AY 152404 BN BY3I 0} IAISS Aepanies ppy 14 99261 99¢61 ) mc__uCJH_ >“__C3EEOOV 1S810- 8)EeAA JO UMO |
sjuswiwio) pajoayy pung joedu) sainjipuadxg anueAoy
yseo/oniosay

ue|d Misuel] ayepn- Joedw| abueyd 3aobpng LZAd

891 0 Of abed



Page 41 of 168

ATTACHMENT C

WAKE COUNTY TRANSIT PLAN: IMPLEMENTATION

From: Bret Martin, Wake Transit Program Manager, Capital Area MPO
To:  Wake County Transit Planning Advisory Committee (TPAC)
Date: 4/13/2021

Re: Summary of Requested FY 2021, 4" Quarter Work Plan Amendments

A total of eight (8) amendments to the fiscal year (FY) 2021 or a prior year Wake Transit Work Plan have
been requested by various project sponsors, including the Towns of Wake Forest and Cary, City of
Raleigh, and CAMPO, for consideration by the TPAC. The amendment requests were reviewed by
CAMPO staff to determine the appropriate amendment type classifications (major versus minor) as
outlined in the Wake Transit Work Plan Amendment Policy. Seven (7) of the amendment requests were
categorized as ‘Major Amendments’ for at least one (1) of the following reasons:

1) Amendment request involves a significant change in scope;
2) Amendment request involves a financial impact requiring a change in fund balance; or
3) Amendment request involves a project requested to be removed from a Work Plan.

One (1) of the amendment requests falls into the ‘Minor Amendment’ category. The amendment requests
were released for public comment between March 19, 2021, and April 18, 2021. No public comments
have been received to date in response to the amendment requests.

Attached to this memorandum are the following:

e Proposed FY 2021 Q4 Amendment List (released for public comment) and Financial Disposition
Completed Amendment Request Forms for Amendment Requests (released for public comment)

e Joint Budget & Finance/Planning & Prioritization Subcommittee Disposition Memo and Voting
Record

A scope and financial disposition for the amendment requests was developed by the Planning &
Prioritization and Budget & Finance Subcommittees and recommended to the TPAC at a joint meeting
held on April 61, with a unanimous finding that the changes to the scopes of work for the projects
requested to be modified are appropriate for the continued implementation of the Wake County Transit
Plan and that funding the requests does not involve an unwarranted use of funds, with one exception.
For the amendment request to include design and integration of art elements into the construction of the
New Bern Avenue Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) facility (project TC005-A1) and to add commensurate funding,
the subcommittees rendered the following recommendation:

e Up to $250,000 of the requested $500,000 should be made available to the project immediately
upon approval by the CAMPO Executive Board and GoTriangle Board of Trustees of the
amendment request;

e That the full amount requested for the design and integration of art be made available ($500,000)
to the project if and when an art funding eligibility policy currently under development is adopted
by the CAMPO Executive Board and GoTriangle Board of Trustees if the policy ultimately allows
for the requested amount of $500,000 to be funded under the policy; and

o If the adopted art funding eligibility policy’s allowable amount for the subject project is more
restrictive than the $500,000 request, the amount made available to the project should be the
greater of $250,000 or the maximum permissible amount allowable for the subject project under
the adopted policy, up to $500,000.
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Wake County Transit Planning Advisory

Committee
TPAC Budget and Finance

Financial Disposition: April 6, 2021

Discussion:

The Budget Amendment process requires the review and provision of a financial disposition of all
Major/Minor amendments that are submitted by the Transit Planning Advisory Committee (TPAC)
Budget and Finance Subcommittee.

All minor and major budget amendments must be approved by the Capital Area Metropolitan Planning
Organization (CAMPO) Executive Board and GoTriangle Board of Trustees.

Requested Items for Committee Disposition:

Major Amendment — Seven (7) Amendments

1) Wake Forest Loop (B): Reverse Circulator - The Town of Wake Forest, in partnership with
GoRaleigh, implemented a reverse circulator that adds service in the opposite direction of the
original circulator loop. The current agreement provides matching funding for weekday service
only. The proposed amendment requests matching funding to operate Saturday service on the
reverse circulator.

2) GoCary Complementary ADA Services — The Town of Cary amendment impacts only FY21 and
consolidates all Complementary ADA Services into one project. The request more accurately
reflects the inclusion of associated capital costs and allows for improved tracking and reporting.

3) Weston Parkway Route — The Town of Cary amendment includes a scope adjustment for this
project. In previous work plans, the scope was inaccurately described as having non-peak
frequencies of 60 minutes and peak frequencies of 30 minutes. The amendment is submitted to
include 30-minute frequencies for the full span of service to match the rest of GoCary’s service.

4) Sunday Service, Holiday Hours and Extended Paratransit — The Town of Cary amendment
request involves a change in scope to remove ADA/paratransit service on Sundays and holidays
from the project and include it under project TO005-BI (GoCary Complementary ADA Services).

5) Alternative Fuel Vehicle Acquisition Matching Grants — The amendment request is to remove
Project TC001-G from the FY 2019 Work Plan capital budget unencumbering $1.2M from the
project and reclassifying it as unassigned in the fund balance. The project is currently indexed
under the reserve title and has zero project activity since inspection.

6) Wake Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Facility: Northern Corridor - Alternatives Refinement, Project
Development, and Final Design — The City of Raleigh amendment incorporates additional
analysis for the Wake BRT Northern Corridor to include a larger study area (Triangle Town
Center and North Hills) for further corridor refinement prior to identification of a Locally
Preferred Alternative (LPA) and entrance into Project Development (PD).

7) New Bern Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Facility — The City of Raleigh amendment allows for the
integration of art to the Wake Bus Rapid Transit (Wake BRT) New Bern Avenue.

.
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Minor Amendment — One (1) Amendment
1) _Increase Midday Freguencies on Pre-Existing Routes — The Town of Cary adjustment only
impacts FY21 and more accurately reflects the inclusion of associated capital costs. Funds are re-
allocated from another project within the budget ordinance, and the scope of the project does not
change.

Financial Impact of Proposed Amendments:

The FY21 Town of Wake Forest Community Funding Area Operating budget will increase $19,266
The FY21 City of Raleigh Bus Rapid Transit Capital budget will increase $500,000

The FY21 Town of Cary budget amendments will have a net $0 effect to the budget
The Prior year adopted Reserve Bus Acquisition Capital budget will decrease $1,200,000

Net Impact to Wake Transit Plan = $680,734
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Wake Transit Project ID #

TOO005-AA

Type of Amendment

Minor amendment — Required when there is:

Minor O

FY 2021

Wake Transit Work Plan
Project Amendment Request Form
Operating and/or Capital

Major

Page 47 of 168

FY START DATE

7/1/2020

A transfer of funds between budget ordinance appropriations but requires less than a 20% change to a project appropriation for projects equal to or greater than $500,000
A transfer of funds between budget ordinance appropriations bus requires less than a $100,000 change to a project appropriation for projects less than $500,000
Any change that does not meet any criteria of a major amendment

Major amendment - Required when there is:
A project requested to be added to the Work Plan
A project requested to be removed from the Work Plan

Significant changes in scope of funded project

A transfer between budget ordinance appropriations that requires equal to or greater than a 20% change to a project appropriation for projects greater than $500,000
A transfer between budget ordinance appropriations that requires equal to or greater than a $100,000 change to a project appropriation for projects less than $500,000
Any change that requires a change in budgeted reserves or fund balance

New/Amended Project Name

Requesting Agency

Project Contact

Estimated Operating Cost

Wake Forest Loop: Reverse Dylan Bruchhaus - Planner II Base Year S 357,154
R Town of Wake Forest —
Circulator dbruchhaus@wakeforestnc.gov Recurring $ 2,338,442
Estimated Start Date Estimated Completion Notes Estimated Capital Cost
B Y, -
N/A N/A N/A ase Tear 5
Cumulative S -

Project Description

Enter below a summary of the project amendment and impact on approved plan.

As part of the Community Funding Area Program, the Town of Wake Forest, in parternship with the City of Raleigh/GoRaleigh, implemented a reverse circulator

that adds service in the opposite direction of the original circulator loop. The current agreement provided matching funding for weekday service only. The
proposed amendment requests matching funding for currently operating Saturday service on the reverse circulator.

1. Enter Wake Transit Project ID(s) to Increase

. . R 1
Project ID Project Appropriation Amount ecurring Notes
Category Amount
Wake Forest Loop: Reverse . Increase of $19,266 from $337,888 to the FY21 CFA program 30%
TOO005-AA ———— Bus Operations | $ 19,266 cap of $357,154
TOTAL $ 19,266 $ =
| 2. Wake Transit Project ID(s) to Reduce
A iati R i
Project ID Project ppropriation Amount ecurring Notes
Category Amount
TOTAL $ -8 B

3. Impact on Transit Plan Project Costs

From .above, indicate whether amounts impact operating or capital budgets in Wake Estimated Operating Cost Currenjc Year S 19,266
Transit Plan. Recurring
Estimated Capital Cost Base Vear 2 -
stimated Lapital Los Cumulative S .

Project Justification / Business Case

Provide responses to EACH of the questions below. Answer the questions as fully as possible. Enter Non-

Applicable (N/A) as appropriate.

4. Is this New/Amended project Operating, Capital or Both? Operating[4] Capital(] Both[J
5. What is the timeframe for the request? Are you requesting a full year of funds or a partial year to be annualized in future fiscal years?
The requested funds would be for FY2021 and future fiscal years.
Wake Transit Work Plan

Page 1 of 2

Amendment Form



6. What is the expected outcome(s) if this request is funded? What is the alternative if the request is not funded?

If the request is funded, the Town will continue to operate Saturday service along the reverse circulator (Loop B). If the request is denied, there will be no change in

service.

7. List below the Key Performance Indicators (deliverables) while this project is in progress. These performance measures will be reported quarterly. Are these
the same measures as currently being reported?

a)

Revenue hours of service, ridership, passenger boarding's per revenue hour, operating cost per passenger boarding, on-time performance

b)

c)

8. List any other relevant information not addressed.

Saturday service is already counting towards the Wake Transit quarterly performance measures and reported statistics. The Town is currently using portion of the
cost of Loop A Saturday service as the local match for Loop B.

9. Please enter estimated appropriations to support expenses identified above. Enter FY 2021 and the estimated annualized cost in FY 2022 using the 2.5%
growth factor, if applicable. The spreadsheet will calculate 2023 and beyond by 2.5%. If your project is not expected to have recurring costs in FY 2023 and/or
beyond, delete the calculation(s) in columns E-H.

Cost Break Do

n of Project Request

OPERATING COSTS FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25 FY26 FY27
Growth Factors 2.50% 2.50% 2.50% 2.50% 2.50% 2.50%
Salary & Fringes - - - - - - -
Contracts = = = = = = =
Bus Operations:
Estimated Hours 4,413 4,413 4,413 4,413 4,413 4,413 4,413
Cost per Hour 88 93 93 93 93 93 93
Estimated Operating Cost 386,094 411,422 411,422 411,422 411,422 411,422 411,422
Bus Leases - - - - - - -
Park & Ride Lease - - - - - - -
Other (Loop A Local Match) (44,401) (47,313) (47,313) (47,313) (47,313) (47,313) (47,313)
Other - - - - -
Subtotal: Bus Operations 341,693 364,108 364,108 364,108 364,108 364,108 364,108
Other: Overage 15,461 1,975 11,127 20,508 30,123 39,979 50,081
Other: Database Hosting -
Other: Supplies and Materials - -
TOTAL OPERATING COSTS 357,154 366,083 375,235 384,616 394,231 404,087 414,189

10. Please enter estimated appropriations to support

contractual commitments and other expenses related to proposed capital

projects identified above.

CAPITAL COSTS

FY21

FY22

FY23

FY24

FY25

FY26

FY27

Design/NEPA S

Equipment

Land - Right of Way

TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS

Assumptions for Costs and Revenues Above:

11. Please state any assumption(s) used to calculate the capital and operating dollars and revenues shown above.

The future cost of $93.24 FY22-FY27 is based on our GoRaleigh contracted rate that will increase from $87.50 in year FY21. The growth (Other:

escalating $357,154 by 2.5% through FY27.

overage) is based on

Page 2 of 2
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Wake Transit Project ID #

TOO004-B

Type of Amendment

Minor amendment — Required when there is:

Minor

FY 2021

Wake Transit Work Plan
Project Amendment Request Form
Operating and/or Capital

Major O

Page 49 of 168

FY START DATE

7/1/2020

A transfer of funds between budget ordinance appropriations but requires less than a 20% change to a project appropriation for projects equal to or greater than $500,000
A transfer of funds between budget ordinance appropriations bus requires less than a $100,000 change to a project appropriation for projects less than $500,000

Any change that does not meet any criteria of a major amendment

Major amendment - Required when there is:

A project requested to be added to the Work Plan
A project requested to be removed from the Work Plan

Significant changes in scope of funded project

A transfer between budget ordinance appropriations that requires equal to or greater than a 20% change to a project appropriation for projects greater than $500,000
A transfer between budget ordinance appropriations that requires equal to or greater than a $100,000 change to a project appropriation for projects less than $500,000

Any change that requires a change in budgeted reserves or fund balance

New/Amended Project Name

Requesting Agency

Project Contact

Estimated Operating Cost

. . 5 B
Increase Midday Frequencies Town of Cary / GoCary KellyiBlozeyAlNan i diisiat Base Year
kelly.blazey@townofcary.org Recurring S =
Estimated Start Date Estimated Completion Notes Estimated Capital Cost
B Y -
July 1, 2020 June 30, 2021 ase Year >
Cumulative S -

Project Description

Enter below a summary of the project amendment and impact on approved plan.

The Town of Cary is adjusting five (5) bus operations projects to more accurately reflect the cost of service and associated capital (vehicles). This results in minor

budgetary and scope changes to each.

1. Enter Wake Transit Project ID(s) to Increase

. . R H
Project ID Project Appropriation Amount ecurring Notes
Category Amount
i This change is only for FY21. A corrected amount for FY22 has
TO004-B 'F"r;e:::c’;z:jday Bus Operations 36,038 already been submitted as a comment to the FY22 Draft Work
Plan.
TOTAL 36,038 $ -
2. Wake Transit Project ID(s) to Reduce |
A iati R i
Project ID Project ppropriation Amount ecurring Notes
Category Amount
OO Sl SerwcedAcI: B CppaEiene R This change is only for FY21. A corrected amount for FY22 has
e, E)fpan € already been submitted as a comment to the FY22 Draft Work
Paratransit &
Plan.
Holiday Hours
TOTAL (36,038) $ >
3. Impact on Transit Plan Project Costs
From 'above, indicate whether amounts impact operating or capital budgets in Wake EH e G TG Currenjc Year S -
Transit Plan. Recurring S -
Estimated Capital Cost Base Year 2 -
stimated Lapital Los Cumulative S .

Project Justification / Business Case

Provide responses to EACH of the questions below. Answer the questions as fully as possible. Enter Non-
Applicable (N/A) as appropriate.

4. Is this New/Amended project Operating, Capital or Both?

Operating[]

Capital(]

Both[J

5. What is the timeframe for the request? Are you requesting a full year of funds or a partial year to be annualized in future fiscal years?

This adjustment is for FY21. It more accurately reflects the inclusion of associated capital costs. This adjustment only impacts FY21 - a corrected budget for FY22

has been submitted as a comment on the Draft Work Plan.. There is no change to the scope.

Page 1 of 2

Wake Transit Work Plan
Amendment Form



6. What is the expected outcome(s) if this request is funded? What is the alternative if the request is not funded?
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If this request is funded, we will be able to request full reimbursement of the costs associated with an Increase in Midday Frequencies for FY21. If this request is not

funded, we will have a shortfall, with excess remaining in TO004-A.

7. List below the Key Performance Indicators (deliverables) while this project is in progress. These performance measures will be reported quarterly. Are these
the same measures as currently being reported?

a)

Revenue Hours of Service

b)

Ridership / Passenger Boardings per Revenue Hour / Operating Cost per Passenger Boarding

c)

Farebox Recovery / On-time Performance

8. List any other relevant information not addressed.

9. Please enter estimated appropriations to support expenses identified above. Enter FY 2021 and the estimated annualized cost in FY 2022 using the 2.5%
growth factor, if applicable. The spreadsheet will calculate 2023 and beyond by 2.5%. If your project is not expected to have recurring costs in FY 2023 and/or

beyond, delete the calculation(s) in columns E-H.

OPERATING COSTS

Fy21

Cost Break Do

FY22

n of Project Request

FY23

FY24

FY25

FY26

FY27

Growth Factors

2.50%

2.50%

2.50%

2.50%

2.50%

2.50%

Salary & Fringes

Contracts

Bus Operations:

Estimated Hours

Cost per Hour

Estimated Operating Cost

Bus Leases

Park & Ride Lease

Other

Other

Subtotal: Bus Operations

Other: Administrative

Other: Database Hosting

Other: Supplies and Materials

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS

10. Please enter estimated appropriations to support

contractual commitments and other expenses related to proposed capital

projects identified above.

CAPITAL COSTS

FY21

FY22

FY23

FY24

FY25

FY26

FY27

Design/NEPA

Equipment

Land - Right of Way

TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS

Assumptions for Costs and Revenues Above:

11. Please state any assumption(s) used to calculate the capital and operating dollars and revenues shown above.

FY21 actual costs for Q1 and Q2 equal $235,000, to include fuel and vehicle costs.

Page 2 of 2

Wake Transit Work Plan
Amendment Form



Wake Transit Project ID # FY 2021

Wake Transit Work Plan

TO005-BI Project Amendment Request Form

Type of Amendment Minor [ Major

Minor amendment — Required when there is:

Operating and/or Capital
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FY START DATE

7/1/2020

A transfer of funds between budget ordinance appropriations but requires less than a 20% change to a project appropriation for projects equal to or greater than $500,000
A transfer of funds between budget ordinance appropriations bus requires less than a $100,000 change to a project appropriation for projects less than $500,000

Any change that does not meet any criteria of a major amendment

Major amendment - Required when there is:

A project requested to be added to the Work Plan

A project requested to be removed from the Work Plan
Significant changes in scope of funded project

A transfer between budget ordinance appropriations that requires equal to or greater than a 20% change to a project appropriation for projects greater than $500,000
A transfer between budget ordinance appropriations that requires equal to or greater than a $100,000 change to a project appropriation for projects less than $500,000

Any change that requires a change in budgeted reserves or fund balance

New/Amended Project Name Requesting Agency Project Contact Estimated Operating Cost
GoCary Complementary ADA i ini $ -
y p : y T e Kelly Blazey, Transit Administrator Base Year
Services kelly.blazey@townofcary.org Recurring $ -
Estimated Start Date Estimated Completion Notes Estimated Capital Cost
B Y -
July 1,2020 June 30, 2021 ase Year >
Cumulative S -
Project Description Enter below a summary of the project amendment and impact on approved plan.

The Town of Cary is adjusting five (5) bus operations projects to more accurately reflect the cost of service and associated capital (vehicles). This results in minor

budgetary and scope changes to each.

1. Enter Wake Transit Project ID(s) to Increase

. . R H
Project ID Project Appropriation Amount ecurring Notes
Category Amount
This change is only for FY21. A corrected amount for FY22 has
TOO004-BI %iasrzsg:splememaw Bus Operations | $ 38,332 already been submitted as a comment to the FY22 Draft Work
Plan.
TOTAL $ 38332 $ =
2. Wake Transit Project ID(s) to Reduce |
A iati R i
Project ID Project ppropriation Amount ecurring Notes
Category Amount
OO Sl SerwcedAcI: Bus Operations | $ e This change is only for FY21. A corrected amount for FY22 has
ReEs, E)fpan € already been submitted as a comment to the FY22 Draft Work
Paratransit &
Plan.
Holiday Hours
TOTAL S (38,332) $ -
3. Impact on Transit Plan Project Costs
From 'above, indicate whether amounts impact operating or capital budgets in Wake EH e G G Currenjc Year S -
Transit Plan. Recurring S -
Estimated Capital Cost Base Year 2 -
stimated Lapital Los Cumulative S .

Project Justification / Business Case

Applicable (N/A) as appropriate.

Provide responses to EACH of the questions below. Answer the questions as fully as possible. Enter Non-

4. Is this New/Amended project Operating, Capital or Both? Operating[4]

Capital[]

Both[J

5. What is the timeframe for the request? Are you requesting a full year of funds or a partial year to be annualized in future fiscal years?

This adjustment is for FY21. It consolidates all Complementary ADA Services into one project, which also more accurately reflects the inclusion of associated capital
costs and allows for improved tracking and reporting. This adjustment only impacts FY21 - a corrected budget for FY22 has been submitted as a comment on the

Draft Work Plan.

Page 1 of 2
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6. What is the expected outcome(s) if this request is funded? What is the alternative if the request is not funded?
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If this request is funded, we will be able to request full reimbursement of the costs associated with Complementary ADA Services for FY21. If this request is not

funded, we will have a shortfall, with excess remaining in TO004-A.

7. List below the Key Performance Indicators (deliverables) while this project is in progress. These performance measures will be reported quarterly. Are these
the same measures as currently being reported?

a)

Revenue Hours of Service

b)

Ridership / Passenger Boardings per Revenue Hour / Operating Cost per Passenger Boarding

c)

Farebox Recovery / On-time Performance

8. List any other relevant information not addressed.

9. Please enter estimated appropriations to support expenses identified above. Enter FY 2021 and the estimated annualized cost in FY 2022 using the 2.5%
growth factor, if applicable. The spreadsheet will calculate 2023 and beyond by 2.5%. If your project is not expected to have recurring costs in FY 2023 and/or

beyond, delete the calculation(s) in columns E-H.

OPERATING COSTS

Fy21

Cost Break Do

FY22

n of Project Request

FY23

FY24

FY25

FY26

FY27

Growth Factors

2.50%

2.50%

2.50%

2.50%

2.50%

2.50%

Salary & Fringes

Contracts

Bus Operations:

Estimated Hours

Cost per Hour

Estimated Operating Cost

Bus Leases

Park & Ride Lease

Other

Other

Subtotal: Bus Operations

Other: Administrative

Other: Database Hosting

Other: Supplies and Materials

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS

10. Please enter estimated appropriations to support

contractual commitments and other expenses related to proposed capital

projects identified above.

CAPITAL COSTS

FY21

FY22

FY23

FY24

FY25

FY26

FY27

Design/NEPA

Equipment

Land - Right of Way

TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS

Assumptions for Costs and Revenues Above:

11. Please state any assumption(s) used to calculate the capital and operating dollars and revenues shown above.

FY21 actual costs for Q1 and Q2 equal $58,690, to include fuel and vehicle costs. Q3 and Q4 will see a slight increase with the expansion of our Tier 1 service

boundary in January.
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Wake Transit Project ID #

TOO005-H

Type of Amendment

Minor amendment — Required when there is:

FY 2021

Wake Transit Work Plan
Project Amendment Request Form
Operating and/or Capital

Minor [

Major
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FY START DATE

7/1/2020

A transfer of funds between budget ordinance appropriations but requires less than a 20% change to a project appropriation for projects equal to or greater than $500,000
A transfer of funds between budget ordinance appropriations bus requires less than a $100,000 change to a project appropriation for projects less than $500,000
Any change that does not meet any criteria of a major amendment

Major amendment - Required when there is:

A project requested to be added to the Work Plan
A project requested to be removed from the Work Plan

Significant changes in scope of funded project

A transfer between budget ordinance appropriations that requires equal to or greater than a 20% change to a project appropriation for projects greater than $500,000
A transfer between budget ordinance appropriations that requires equal to or greater than a $100,000 change to a project appropriation for projects less than $500,000
Any change that requires a change in budgeted reserves or fund balance

New/Amended Project Name

Requesting Agency

Project Contact

Estimated Operating Cost

. . S B
e et - esion PEreey Tt ) G, EaEey Kelly Blazey, Transit Administrator Base Year
kelly.blazey@townofcary.org Recurring S =
Estimated Start Date Estimated Completion Notes Estimated Capital Cost
B Y -
July 1, 2020 June 30, 2021 ase Year >
Cumulative S -

Project Description

Enter below a summary of the project amendment and impact on approved plan.

The Town of Cary is adjusting five (5) bus operations projects to more accurately reflect the cost of service and associated capital (vehicles). This results in minor

budgetary and scope changes to each.

1. Enter Wake Transit Project ID(s) to Increase

. . R H
Project ID Project Appropriation Amount ecurring Notes
Category Amount
This is a scope change only. There is no financial impact to FY21. A
New Route - Weston q q
TO004-H Parkway Bus Operations | $ corrected budget for FY22 has already been submitted as a
comment to the FY22 Draft Work Plan.
TOTAL $ S -
| 2. Wake Transit Project ID(s) to Reduce
A iati R i
Project ID Project ppropriation Amount ecurring Notes
Category Amount
TOTAL $ $ =

3. Impact on Transit Plan Project Costs

From above, indicate whether amounts impact operating or capital budgets in Wake . . Current Year S -
. Estimated Operating Cost .

Transit Plan. Recurring S -

Estimated Capital Cost Base Year 2 -

stimated Lapital Los Cumulative S .

Project Justification / Business Case

Provide responses to EACH of the questions below. Answer the questions as fully as possible. Enter Non-
Applicable (N/A) as appropriate.

4. Is this New/Amended project Operating, Capital or Both?

Operating[4] Capital[]

Both[J

5. What is the timeframe for the request? Are you requesting a full year of funds or a partial year to be annualized in future fiscal years?

This is a scope adjustment is for FY21. In previous work plans, the scope was inaccurately described as having non-peak frequencies of 60 minutes and peak
frequencies of 30 minutes. This should be revised to included 30-minute frequencies for the full span of service, to match the rest of our service. There is no
financial impact in FY21. A corrected budget for FY22 has been submitted as a comment on the Draft Work Plan.
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6. What is the expected outcome(s) if this request is funded? What is the alternative if the request is not funded?
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If this request is funded, we will be able to request full reimbursement of the costs associated with Complementary ADA Services for FY21. If this request is not

funded, we will have a shortfall, with excess remaining in TO004-A.

7. List below the Key Performance Indicators (deliverables) while this project is in progress. These performance measures will be reported quarterly. Are these
the same measures as currently being reported?

a)

Revenue Hours of Service

b)

Ridership / Passenger Boardings per Revenue Hour / Operating Cost per Passenger Boarding

c)

Farebox Recovery / On-time Performance

8. List any other relevant information not addressed.

9. Please enter estimated appropriations to support expenses identified above. Enter FY 2021 and the estimated annualized cost in FY 2022 using the 2.5%
growth factor, if applicable. The spreadsheet will calculate 2023 and beyond by 2.5%. If your project is not expected to have recurring costs in FY 2023 and/or

beyond, delete the calculation(s) in columns E-H.

OPERATING COSTS

Fy21

Cost Break Do
FY22

n of Project Request

FY23

FY24

FY25

FY26

FY27

Growth Factors

2.50%

2.50%

2.50%

2.50%

2.50%

2.50%

Salary & Fringes

Contracts

Bus Operations:

Estimated Hours

Cost per Hour

Estimated Operating Cost

Bus Leases

Park & Ride Lease

Other

Other

Subtotal: Bus Operations

Other: Administrative

Other: Database Hosting

Other: Supplies and Materials

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS

10. Please enter estimated appropriations to support

contractual commitments and other expenses related to proposed capital

projects identified above.

CAPITAL COSTS

FY21

FY22

FY23

FY24

FY25

FY26

FY27

Design/NEPA

Equipment

Land - Right of Way

TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS

Assumptions for Costs and Revenues Above:

11. Please state any assumption(s) used to calculate the capital and operating dollars and revenues shown above.
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Wake Transit Project ID #

FY 2021
Wake Transit Work Plan

FY START DATE

7/1/2020

Page 55 of 168

TC001-G Project Amendment Request Form
Operating and/or Capital
Type of Amendment Minor [ Major

Minor amendment — Required when there is:

A transfer of funds between budget ordinance appropriations but requires less than a 20% change to a project appropriation for projects equal to or greater than $500,000
A transfer of funds between budget ordinance appropriations bus requires less than a $100,000 change to a project appropriation for projects less than $500,000

Any change that does not meet any criteria of a major amendment

Major amendment - Required when there is:

A project requested to be added to the Work Plan

A project requested to be removed from the Work Plan
Significant changes in scope of funded project

A transfer between budget ordinance appropriations that requires equal to or greater than a 20% change to a project appropriation for projects greater than $500,000
A transfer between budget ordinance appropriations that requires equal to or greater than a $100,000 change to a project appropriation for projects less than $500,000

Any change that requires a change in budgeted reserves or fund balance

New/Amended Project Name Requesting Agency Project Contact Estimated Operating Cost
Bret Martin, Wake Transit P M Base Y $ >
Alternative Fuel Vehicle Acquisition CAMPO e |'n, AU e ase real
bret.martin@campo-nc.us Recurring S =
Estimated Start Date Estimated Completion Notes Estimated Capital Cost
05/2021 05/2021 Base Year > =
Cumulative S -

Project Description

Enter below a summary of the project amendment and impact on approved plan.

This request is to remove Project TC001-G from the FY 2019 Work Plan capital budget and unencumber the associated funds ($1.2M) and allowing the funds to fall
to fund balance. This funding was first encumbered in FY 2019 to a reserve allocation that was not assigned to a project sponsor. No project activity has occurred to
date for this project, and no sub-allocations have been requested by project sponsors on the originally intended timeframe for the project.

1. Enter Wake Transit Project ID(s) to Increase

PR R 1
Project ID Project Appropriation Amount ecurring Notes
Category Amount
TOTAL 3 - s B
2. Wake Transit Project ID(s) to Reduce
A iati R i
Project ID Project ppropriation Amount ecurring Notes
Category Amount
TC001-G Alternative Fuel Vehicle S (1,200,000)| $ -
Vehicle Acquisition |Acquisition
TOTAL $ (1,200,000) $ -
3. Impact on Transit Plan Project Costs
From 'above, indicate whether amounts impact operating or capital budgets in Wake el O TG Currenjc Year S -
Transit Plan. Recurring S -
Base Year
Estimated Capital Cost A 2 LAGALD,
Cumulative S -

Project Justification / Business Case

Applicable (N/A) as appropriate.

Provide responses to EACH of the questions below. Answer the questions as fully as possible. Enter Non-

4. Is this New/Amended project Operating, Capital or Both? Operating[] Capital[= BothJ
5. What is the timeframe for the request? Are you requesting a full year of funds or a partial year to be annualized in future fiscal years?
These unused funds should be unencumbered as quickly as possible to free up encumbered cash that will not be used.
Wake Transit Work Plan
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6. What is the expected outcome(s) if this request is funded? What is the alternative if the request is not funded?

Page 56 of 168

If the project is not unfunded, it will continue to tie up cash that could be assumed for other potential investments or cost overruns for already committed

investments.

7. List below the Key Performance Indicators (deliverables) while this project is in progress. These performance measures will be reported quarterly. Are these
the same measures as currently being reported?

a) N/A
b) N/A
o N/A

8. List any other relevant information not addressed.

9. Please enter estimated appropriations to support expenses identified above. Enter FY 2021 and the estimated annualized cost in FY 2022 using the 2.5%
growth factor, if applicable. The spreadsheet will calculate 2023 and beyond by 2.5%. If your project is not expected to have recurring costs in FY 2023 and/or

beyond, delete the calculation(s) in columns E-H.

OPERATING COSTS

Fy21

Cost Break Do

FY22

n of Project Request

FY23

FY24

FY25

FY26

FY27

Growth Factors

2.50%

2.50%

2.50%

2.50%

2.50%

2.50%

Salary & Fringes

Contracts

Bus Operations:

Estimated Hours

Cost per Hour

Estimated Operating Cost

Bus Leases

Park & Ride Lease

Other

Other

Subtotal: Bus Operations

Other: Administrative

Other: Database Hosting

Other: Supplies and Materials

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS

10. Please enter estimated appropriations to support

contractual commitments and other expenses related to proposed capital

projects identified above.

CAPITAL COSTS

FY21

FY22

FY23

FY24

FY25

FY26

FY27

Design/NEPA

Equipment

Land - Right of Way

TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS

Assumptions for Costs and Revenues Above:

11. Please state any assumption(s) used to calculate the capital and operating dollars and revenues shown above.

Page 2 of 2

Wake Transit Work Plan
Amendment Form



Wake Transit Project ID #

TCO05-A4

Type of Amendment

Minor amendment — Required when there is:

FY 2021
Wake Transit Work Plan
Project Amendment Request Form
Operating and/or Capital

Minor [ Major

Page 57 of 168

FY START DATE

7/1/2020

A transfer of funds between budget ordinance appropriations but requires less than a 20% change to a project appropriation for projects equal to or greater than $500,000
A transfer of funds between budget ordinance appropriations bus requires less than a $100,000 change to a project appropriation for projects less than $500,000
Any change that does not meet any criteria of a major amendment

Major amendment - Required when there is:

A project requested to be added to the Work Plan

A project requested to be removed from the Work Plan
Significant changes in scope of funded project

A transfer between budget ordinance appropriations that requires equal to or greater than a 20% change to a project appropriation for projects greater than $500,000
A transfer between budget ordinance appropriations that requires equal to or greater than a $100,000 change to a project appropriation for projects less than $500,000
Any change that requires a change in budgeted reserves or fund balance

New/Amended Project Name

Requesting Agency Project Contact

Estimated Operating Cost

Mila Vega, Planning Supervisor S =
Wake BRT: Northern Corridor City of Raleigh = £ g P Base Year
mila.vega@raleighnc.gov Recurring $ =
Estimated Start Date Estimated Completion Notes Estimated Capital Cost
B Y
April 2020 December 2030 25 eaf
Cumulative S -

Project Description

Enter below a summary of the project amendment and impact on approved plan.

Based on the Wake Transit Vision Plan Update recommendation, incorporate additional analysis for the Wake BRT Northern Corridor to include larger study area
(Triangle Town Center and North Hills) for further corridor refinement prior to identification of a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) and entrance into Project

Development (PD).

1. Enter Wake Transit Project ID(s) to Increase

PR R 1
Project ID Project Appropriation Amount ecurring Notes
Category Amount
$ -
TOTAL 3 - s N
2. Wake Transit Project ID(s) to Reduce
A iati R i
Project ID Project ppropriation Amount ecurring Notes
Category Amount
TOTAL $ -8 B

3. Impact on Transit Plan Project Costs

From above, indicate whether amounts impact operating or capital budgets in Wake . . Current Year S -
. Estimated Operating Cost .
Transit Plan. Recurring S -
) ) Base Year
Estimated Capital Cost .
Cumulative

Project Justification / Business Case

Applicable (N/A) as appropriate.

Provide responses to EACH of the questions below. Answer the questions as fully as possible. Enter Non-

4. Is this New/Amended project Operating, Capital or Both? Operating[] Capital Bothg
5. What is the timeframe for the request? Are you requesting a full year of funds or a partial year to be annualized in future fiscal years?
N/A
Wake Transit Work Plan
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6. What is the expected outcome(s) if this request is funded? What is the alternative if the request is not funded?

Page 58 of 168

The City of Raleigh will conduct alternatives analysis for the Wake BRT: Northern Corridor.

7. List below the Key Performance Indicators (deliverables) while this project is in progress. These performance measures will be reported quarterly. Are these
the same measures as currently being reported?

a)

Date of Locally Preferred Alternative Selction (LPA)

b)

Date for entrance into Project Development (PD) for FTA Small Starts Grant

c)

Date of completion of final design for Wake BRT: Northern Corridor

8. List any other relevant information not addressed.

N/A

9. Please enter estimated appropriations to support expenses identified above. Enter FY 2021 and the estimated annualized cost in FY 2022 using the 2.5%
growth factor, if applicable. The spreadsheet will calculate 2023 and beyond by 2.5%. If your project is not expected to have recurring costs in FY 2023 and/or

beyond, delete the calculation(s) in columns E-H.

OPERATING COSTS

Fy21

Cost Break Do

FY22

n of Project Request

FY23

FY24

FY25

FY26

FY27

Growth Factors

2.50%

2.50%

2.50%

2.50%

2.50%

2.50%

Salary & Fringes

Contracts

Bus Operations:

Estimated Hours

Cost per Hour

Estimated Operating Cost

Bus Leases

Park & Ride Lease

Other

Other

Subtotal: Bus Operations

Other: Administrative

Other: Database Hosting

Other: Supplies and Materials

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS

10. Please enter estimated appropriations to support

contractual commitments and other expenses related to proposed capital

projects identified above.

CAPITAL COSTS

FY21

FY22

FY23

FY24

FY25

FY26

FY27

Design/NEPA

Construction

Equipment

Other (unallocated contingency)

Land - Right of Way

TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS

Assumptions for Costs and Revenues Above:

11. Please state any assumption(s) used to calculate the capital and operating dollars and revenues shown above.
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Wake Transit Project ID #

TCO05-A1

Type of Amendment

Minor amendment — Required when there is:

Minor O

FY 2021

Wake Transit Work Plan 7/1/2020

Page 59 of 168

FY START DATE

Project Amendment Request Form
Operating and/or Capital

Major

A transfer of funds between budget ordinance appropriations but requires less than a 20% change to a project appropriation for projects equal to or greater than $500,000
A transfer of funds between budget ordinance appropriations bus requires less than a $100,000 change to a project appropriation for projects less than $500,000
Any change that does not meet any criteria of a major amendment

Major amendment - Required when there is:

A project requested to be added to the Work Plan
A project requested to be removed from the Work Plan

Significant changes in scope of funded project

A transfer between budget ordinance appropriations that requires equal to or greater than a 20% change to a project appropriation for projects greater than $500,000
A transfer between budget ordinance appropriations that requires equal to or greater than a $100,000 change to a project appropriation for projects less than $500,000

Any change that requires a change in budgeted reserves or fund balance

New/Amended Project Name Requesting Agency Project Contact Estimated Operating Cost
Mila Vega, Planning Supervisor S 5
Wake BRT: New Bern Avenue City of Raleigh - £ g P Base Year
mila.vega@raleighnc.gov Recurring $ =
Estimated Start Date Estimated Completion Notes Estimated Capital Cost
March 2019 December 2023 Base Year SN B
Cumulative S 28,750,000

Project Description

Enter below a summary of the project amendment and impact on approved plan.

Advance design for Wake Bus Rapid Transit (Wake BRT) New Bern Avenue corridor project identified in Wake Transt Plan to Final Design (30-100%), including the

integration of art.

1. Enter Wake Transit Project ID(s) to Increase

PR R 1
Project ID Project Appropriation Amount ecurring Notes
Category Amount
TCO05-A1 Wake BRT: New Bern s 500,000 | § _ [Maximum amount of projecF funds to be spent on art will not
Avenue exceed 1% of total construction costs ($500k).
TOTAL $ 500,000 $ o
2. Wake Transit Project ID(s) to Reduce
A iati R i
Project ID Project ppropriation Amount ecurring Notes
Category Amount
TOTAL $ -8 B
3. Impact on Transit Plan Project Costs
F bove, indicate wheth ts i t ti ital budgets in Wak . . C tY -
rom:a ove, indicate whether amounts impact operating or capital budgets in Wake T E T urren. ear S
Transit Plan. Recurring S -
Base Year
Estimated Capital Cost . 2 200,000
Cumulative S 28,750,000

Project Justification / Business Case

Provide responses to EACH of the questions below. Answer the questions as fully as possible. Enter Non-
Applicable (N/A) as appropriate.

4. Is this New/Amended project Operating, Capital or Both?

Operating[]

Capital Both O

5. What is the timeframe for the request? Are you requesting a full year of funds or a partial year to be annualized in future fiscal years?

Full year of funding

Page 1 of 2
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6. What is the expected outcome(s) if this request is funded? What is the alternative if the request is not funded?

Page 60 of 168

The City of Raleigh will incorporate art into the Wake BRT: New Bern Avenue project.

7. List below the Key Performance Indicators (deliverables) while this project is in progress. These performance measures will be reported quarterly. Are these
the same measures as currently being reported?

a) Date RFP/RFQ released for 30-100% design

Date contract awarded for 30-100% design

Date contract awarded for construction

8. List any other relevant information not addressed.

9. Please enter estimated appropriations to support expenses identified above. Enter FY 2021 and the estimated annualized cost in FY 2022 using the 2.5%
growth factor, if applicable. The spreadsheet will calculate 2023 and beyond by 2.5%. If your project is not expected to have recurring costs in FY 2023 and/or
beyond, delete the calculation(s) in columns E-H.

OPERATING COSTS

Fy21

Cost Break Do
FY22

n of Project Request

FY23

FY24

FY25

FY26

FY27

Growth Factors

2.50%

2.50%

2.50%

2.50%

2.50%

2.50%

Salary & Fringes

Contracts

Bus Operations:

Estimated Hours

Cost per Hour

Estimated Operating Cost

Bus Leases

Park & Ride Lease

Other

Other

Subtotal: Bus Operations

Other: Administrative

Other: Database Hosting

Other: Supplies and Materials

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS

10. Please enter estimated appropriations to support contractual commitments and other expenses related to

proposed capital projects identified above.

CAPITAL COSTS FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25 FY26 FY27
Design/NEPA $ 1,953,000 © ° -
Construction $ 19,204,000
Equipment S 4,024,000 - - -
Other (unallocated contingency) S 2,995,000
Land - Right of Way S 44,000 - - -
Art integration S 500,000
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $ 28,720,000 - - -
Assumptions for Costs and Revenues Above:
11. Please state any assumption(s) used to calculate the capital and operating dollars and revenues shown above.

Wake Transit Work Plan

Page 2 of 2

Amendment Form
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WAKE COUNTY TRANSIT PLAN: IMPLEMENTATION

Joint Disposition and Voting Record
Joint Meeting of the Planning & Prioritization and Budget & Finance
Subcommittees

April 6, 2021 — 2:30pm-4:30pm

Per the Wake Transit Plan Amendment Policy, the TPAC Budget & Finance and Planning &
Prioritization Subcommittees are tasked with jointly reviewing the quarterly Work Plan draft
amendment list and amendment request forms when Major Amendment requests are submitted. The
subcommittees consider appropriateness of changes in scope and, if applicable, financial choices
and tradeoffs associated with the proposed amendments and create a disposition for TPAC
consideration. Upon review of the disposition and related amendment requests, the TPAC will make
recommendations to the GoTriangle Board of Trustees and CAMPO Executive Board for approval
or disapproval of requested amendments to the Work Plan. Following is the voting record and
disposition from the joint meeting of the Budget & Finance and Planning & Prioritization
Subcommittees held on April 6, where the requested amendments were reviewed.

Voting Member Agencies for Budget & Finance and Planning & Prioritization Subcommittees
CAMPO
Wake County
City of Raleigh
Town of Cary
GoTriangle
Town of Apex
Town of Wake Forest
Town of Knightdale
Town of Garner
Town of Holly Springs
Town of Fuquay-Varina

Amendment Requests Description: A total of eight (8) amendments to the fiscal year (FY) 2021
or a prior year Wake Transit Work Plan have been requested by various project sponsors, including
the Towns of Wake Forest and Cary, City of Raleigh, and CAMPO, for consideration by the TPAC.
Seven (7) of the requests fall into the ‘Major Amendment’ category and required a 30-day public
comment period, while one (1) of the amendments falls into the ‘Minor Amendment’ category.

These requests include a number of scope changes to various Town of Cary bus operations
projects/implementation elements that would better align components thereof with both the focus of
each project and how the Town tracks corresponding budget information. An additional Town of Cary
amendment request was submitted to increase Monday-Saturday off-peak service frequency from
60 minutes to 30 minutes on the Weston Parkway route. A request from the Town of Wake Forest
was submitted to expand the scope of the Town’s reverse circulator service to include Saturday
service.

In terms of amendment requests that pertain to capital projects, CAMPO submitted a request to
remove a prior $1.2 million allocation/encumbrance for alternative fuel vehicle matching grants from
a prior Work Plan. The City of Raleigh submitted two (2) requests pertaining to bus rapid transit
(BRT) implementation. These include a request to expand the scope of a prior alternatives
analysis/refinement and project development funding allocation for the Northern BRT corridor to
include a larger study area and a request to increase the budget for and include design and
integration of art elements into the construction of the New Bern Corridor BRT facility.
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WAKE COUNTY TRANSIT PLAN: IMPLEMENTATION

Joint Disposition and Voting Record
Joint Meeting of the Planning & Prioritization and Budget & Finance
Subcommittees

April 6, 2021 — 2:30pm-4:30pm

Subcommittees’ Disposition: The Planning & Prioritization and Budget & Finance Subcommittees
found that the changes to the scopes of work for the projects requested to be modified are
appropriate for the continued implementation of the Wake County Transit Plan and that funding the
requests does not involve an unwarranted use or re-appropriation of funds, with one exception. For
the amendment request to include design and integration of art elements into the construction of the
New Bern Avenue Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) facility (project TC005-A1) and to add commensurate
funding, the subcommittees rendered the following recommendation:

e Up to $250,000 of the requested $500,000 should be made available to the project
immediately upon approval by the CAMPO Executive Board and GoTriangle Board
of Trustees of the amendment request;

¢ That the full amount requested for the design and integration of art be made available
($500,000) to the project if and when an art funding eligibility policy currently under
development is adopted by the CAMPO Executive Board and GoTriangle Board of
Trustees if the policy ultimately allows for the requested amount of $500,000 to be
funded under the policy; and

o If the adopted art funding eligibility policy’s allowable amount for the subject project
is more restrictive than the $500,000 request, the amount made available to the
project should be the greater of $250,000 or the maximum permissible amount
allowable for the subject project under the adopted policy, up to $500,000.

Discussion: In the subcommittees’ discussion of the amendment requests, and particularly for the
request to expand the scope of the Wake Forest reverse circulator to include Saturday service, it
was further discussed whether there was a set standard for allowing Saturday or weekend service
under the scope of Community Funding Area (CFA) projects. CAMPO staff and other partners
involved in the discussion revealed that Saturday or weekend service had been included under the
scope of other CFA-funded projects, including the GoApex Route 1 service and the Town of
Morrisville microtransit service. It was further explained that there is no set standard one way or the
other for span of service for CFA transit service projects.

For the request to include design and integration of art elements into the construction of the New
Bern Corridor BRT facility, subcommittee membership expressed concern about project funding
requests for art elements getting ahead of the art funding eligibility policy currently under
development, particularly without understanding the impacts of a final adopted policy on the full
program of projects to which it would be applicable. Concern also stemmed from the TPAC not yet
having had the opportunity to discuss reasonable levels of funding for that purpose.

For the case of the City of Raleigh’s request, it was explained that the City made an attempt through
the proper channels to have an art funding eligibility policy developed almost one (1) year ago, but
there has been very little or no movement on the development of such a policy until recently. The
City made this request knowing that it would need clarity on the ability to fund art elements in the
New Bern Avenue BRT project by the time the development of the project got to 60% design. The
City is certainly ok with waiting on the development of the policy for the remainder of its applicable
projects, but movement on the issue for the New Bern Avenue corridor would need to happen now.

The subcommittees were amenable to negotiating a middle ground on the issue to allow the City to
move forward in some fashion to incorporate art elements into the New Bern Avenue BRT project
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WAKE COUNTY TRANSIT PLAN: IMPLEMENTATION

Joint Disposition and Voting Record
Joint Meeting of the Planning & Prioritization and Budget & Finance
Subcommittees

April 6, 2021 — 2:30pm-4:30pm

but without allowing the full funding request to be made available until a policy is adopted that could
solidify or possibly reduce the allowable amount. This negotiation resulted in the subcommittee’s
recommendation as expressed in its disposition described above.

Vote: The subcommittees voted unanimously to forward the disposition, as described above, to the
TPAC for the requested amendments.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: GoTriangle Board of Trustees Operations & Finance Committee
FROM: Finance & Administrative Services
DATE: April 23, 2021
SUBJECT:  FY 2021 Durham Transit Budget Amendment #3

Strategic Objective or Initiative Supported
This item supports initiative 1.2, “Pursue service improvements and expansion opportunities.”

Action Requested

The GoTriangle Board of Trustees is requested to approve the FY 2021 budget amendments for
the Durham Transit Workplan Budget. These amendments were recommended for approval by
Durham County Staff Working Group on February 26, March 30, and April 11, 2021.

Background and Purpose
Durham Capital Ordinance Amendments listed below have been submitted for approval:
1. Transit Tax allocation adjustments for Increased Cost of Existing Service (ICES) as per the
terms of the Durham County Implementation Agreement:
i.  GoDurham ICES
2. City of Durham / GoDurham
i. Increase budget for Durham Station improvement
3. GoTriangle
i.  Release from reserve Durham Bus Plan
4. Durham County
i Durham Transit Governance Plan

Financial Impact
The proposed amendments, if approved by the Board of Trustees, will increase the FY21 Durham

Transit Work Plan capital expenses by $150,732 when compared to the current FY21 Amended
Budget.

Attachments
e Proposed FY 2021 Amendment List and financial impact
e Detailed Staff Working Group agenda and Project Amendment Request
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Staff Contacts
e Praveen Sridharan, Senior Financial Analyst, psridharan@gotriangle.org, (919) 485-7502
e Saundra Freeman, CFO, sfreeman@gotriangle.org, 919-485-7415
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Date: March 1, 2021

To: Durham Staff Working Group
From: Ellen Beckmann, Durham County
Subject: FY21 Work Plan Amendment

Durham County is requesting a FY21 work plan amendment to fund a Governance Study for the Durham
Transit Plan. The purpose of the Governance 5tudy is to update the agreements, policies, and
procedures that guide the implementation of the Durham Transit Plan. The estimated project cost for
the study is 575,000.

While Durham County is the project sponsor, the Governance Study will be a coordinated effort amaong
gll transit plan partners including Durham County, GoTriangle, the Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro
Metropolitan Planning Organization, and the City of Durham. The study will invalve hiring a consultant
to provide a more objective evaluation of governance options, a comparison with other regions, data
gnalysis, and the facilitation of open discussions among all partners.

The overall purpose of the Governance Study is to advance the Durham Transit Plan’s core principle to
improve “Community Trust” by providing all transit plan partners clarity in their roles and
responsibilities, ensuring appropriate oversight and accountakility, and fostering the successful
implementation of projects. The current process is governed by the existing Interlocal Agreement (ILA)
gpproved in 2013. This IL& was focused on the implementation of the Durham-Orange Light Rail Transit
project by GoTriangle. With a new Transit Plan, the ILA& must be revised to reflect the current projects
gnd the new responsibilities for implementation. Many issues were not contemplated or addressed in
detail in the existing ILA such as significant responsibility for project implementation by the City of
Durham, financing of major projects, coordination with Wake County on a major project, oversight of
many smaller capital projects, staffing necessary for Tax District and Transit Plan Administration, and
other issues.

The intended products of the Governance Study include the following. This list will be refined and
prioritized based on schedule and budget:

s Interlocal Agreement

»  Staff Working Group bylaws, voting procedures, subcommittee guidelines
o  Workplan development and amendment processes
» Financial processes

¢ Project pricritization process

»  Service guidelines and performance measures

s Staffing model and staffing expectation plan

¢ Public engagement policy

o  Annuzl report development process

® Project tracking responsibilities

*  Website maintenance, marketing responsibilities

¢ Implementation dashboard



This is being requested as a FY21 work plan amendment in order to more guickly make progress on the
development of the new ILA with the goal to develop it concurrently with the final Durham Transit Plan.
It is important for the transit partners to be able to demonstrate changes in roles, responsibilities,
oversight, and accountability to help address community concerns. It is also important for Durham to be

able to quickly implement the projects in the plan and not be delayed due to insufficient staffing or
administrative procedures.

The cost estimate is based on the MPO Governance Study that was recently bid.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: GoTriangle Board of Trustees Operations & Finance Committee
FROM: Finance & Administrative Services
DATE: April 23, 2021
SUBJECT:  FY 2021 Orange Transit Budget Amendment #2

Strategic Objective or Initiative Supported
This item supports initiative 1.2, “Pursue service improvements and expansion opportunities.”

Action Requested

The GoTriangle Board of Trustees is requested to approve the FY 2021 budget amendments for
the Orange Transit Workplan Budget. These amendments were recommended for approval by
Orange County Staff Working Group on April 15, 2020.

Background and Purpose
Orange Capital Ordinance Amendments listed below have been submitted for approval:
1. Transit Tax allocation adjustments for Increased Cost of Existing Service (ICES) as per the
terms of the Orange County Implementation Agreement:
i. Orange County Public Transit ICES
ii.  Chapel Hill Transit ICES
2. GoTriangle
i. Release of Orange County share of Bus Acquisition from reserve to be included in
the capital budget

Financial Impact

The proposed amendments, if approved by the Board of Trustees, will increase the FY21 Orange
Transit Work Plan capital expenses by $119,031 when compared to the current FY21 Amended
Budget.

Attachments
e Proposed FY 2021 Amendment List and financial impact
e Documentation submitted to SWG
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Staff Contacts
e Praveen Sridharan, Senior Financial Analyst, psridharan@gotriangle.org, (919) 485-7502
e Saundra Freeman, CFO, sfreeman@gotriangle.org, 919-485-7415
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MEMORANDUM

TO: GoTriangle Board of Trustees Operations & Finance Committee
FROM: Transit Operations
DATE: April 23, 2021
SUBJECT:  Vehicle Purchase Authorization

Strategic Objective or Initiative Supported

Action Requested

Staff requests that the Operations & Finance Committee recommend that the Board authorize the
CEO to execute a contract for the purchase of six (6) low-floor diesel Gillig buses with associated
maintenance equipment from Gillig Corporation for fixed route service not to exceed the
maximum dollar amount of $3,480,000.

Background & Purchase

Transit Operations is seeking approval to purchase six buses total. Board authorization will result
in GoTriangle receiving the buses 12 months from placing the order. Six of these buses are for
replacement due to the recommended useful life of 500,000 miles/12 years, per Federal Transit
Administration guidelines for replacement. In addition to the recommended FTA guidelines, the
Transit Division has experienced an increase in repair costs in maintaining these buses.

Financial Impact

The cost to purchase six buses and associated maintenance equipment is $3,480,000, with a Wake
Transit Plan contribution of $1,740,000, and a Durham Transit Plan and Orange Transit Plan
contribution of $1,044,000 and $696,000, respectively pending approval. Buses will be purchased
from the City of Durham IFB# 16-009 with funds that are approved in the bus capital project
budget. The funding for the local match is GoTriangle’s General Fund and the Wake Tax Districts.

Attachments
e None

Staff Contacts
e Brian MclLean, Manager of Fleet Maintenance, 919-485-7472, bmclean@gotriangle.org
e David Moore, Senior Procurement Manager, 919-485-7559, dmoore@gotriangle.org
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May 3, 2021
To: GoTriangle Operations and Finance Committee/ Board of Trustees
From: Finance Staff

Subject: FY22 Budget Changes after Budget Workshop

Attached is a list of the areas discussed during the April FY22 Budget Workshop.

Our next steps in the budget process are:
- Identify rollover dollars
- 1st Reading - May Board Meeting (May 26, 2021)
- Revised FY22 Budget to Ops and Finance Committee (June 3, 2021)
- 2nd Reading/Ordinance Adoption - June Board Meeting (June 23, 2021)

Please let us know if there are questions or concerns.

Saundra Freeman
CFO/Director of Administrative Services

P.O. Box 13787
Durham, NC 27703
919-485-7415 | Fax: 919-485-7491
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Executive Summary

The Wake and Durham County Fare I ntegration Study providesa comprehensive review of the
currentfaresystemand policies for four agenciesoperating in the region—GoCary, Go Durham,
GoRaleigh,and GoTriangle. Acrossthe region, opportunitiesexistfor more common fare
purchase and collectionprocedures, as well asstandardizationof some fare policies amongthe
different providers. Analysisas part of this planning effortwas conducted to help the region
better understand how variouspolicy andfare changeswillimpactthe ridership and revenue of
individual agencies andtheregion asawhole.

This study included a comprehensive evaluation of the existing fare structure, pricingand
policies,areviewofpeeragenciesandfare-related best practices,and input from stakeholders
throughaseriesofFare Working Group!meetings held from April through October 2018.

Study Goals

The Fare Integration Study includes a review of the existing fare policiesin Wake and Durham
County, farestructures currently in place at peeragencies, best practicesfor fare structures, bulk
pass programs, low-income programs, potential impactsof modeled fare scenarios,andfareand
policy recommendations. The overall goalsofthe Fare I ntegration Study include:

= ImprovePass Distributionand Sales. Passoptions, pricing,and discountsonpass
products impact passsales. Aligningfaresand pass pricingand makingall passes
consistently available at the same locations would simplify the passenger experience.

= BalanceRevenueand Ridership Goals. Thereis general agreement between
agencies thatincreasingridershipis a priority ofadjustingfaresand integratingservice;
however, balancing revenue and ensuring financial sustainability also remainimportant.

= ImprovePassenger Experience. Consistentfare pricing, discountpolicies,andfare
mediaavailability improvesthe passenger experience and makesthe processas intuitive
and seamlessas possible.

= ImproveRegional Coordination. I mprove cooperationbetweenagencies while
maintaininga degree of autonomy.

= MakeTransit an Affordable Option. I nvestigate feasibility of fare capping, low-
income fares, and additional reduced fare categories.

= Explore New Fare Technologies. Pursue regional approach to smartcards and
mobileticketingto help understandthe fare structure needsforadopting new
technologies.

! The Fare Working Group was comprised of representatives from GoCary, GoDurham, GoRaleigh, GoTriangle, Wake
County, City of Raleigh, and the Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO).

Page 12



Existing Conditions and Background

The analysisofexistingconditionsreviewsthe existingfare structure and policies for GoTriangle,
GoDurham, GoRaleigh, and GoCary to assess discrepancies between agency policies and identify
potential opportunitiesfor regional coordinationand policy integration. Thisanalysisalso
summarizes trendsforfarebox revenue withinthe regionfrom 2011 to 2016, as wellas fare media
usage to determine opportunities for modifications to fare policiesand structure. Key findings
includethefollowing:

Base fare pricingis inconsistent. Regionaland Ex press service is priced in two tiers
($2.25and $3.00), whilelocalserviceis pricedat asingle tier foreachagency. Each local
service provider charges a different base fare—$1.00, $1.25, or $1.50. Simplifying the fare
structureandaligningfareswould simplify the customer experience.

T hereisanopportunitytoalign regional discount policies. All ofthe agenciesin
the regionoffer the same discountforyouth riders; however, discount policies for seniors
and peoplewithdisabilitiesvary. Aligning these policies and pursuinga regional discount
IDaccepted by allservice providerswould improve the customer experience.

T he pass distribution network is inconsistent. Pass availability is limited in the
existingpassdistribution network. Pass availability variesby type of passand by agency,
whichmay be confusing for passengers.

Peer Review and Best Practices

The peerreviewand bestpractices analysis presents a comparisonofthe Wake-Durham region’s
fare structure and policies—including pass distribution network, base fares, pass multipliers,
discount policies, farebox recovery rate, average costper trip, average fare paid pertrip,and
average subsidy per trip—with peer agenciesaround the country. Thischapter also assessesbest
practicesforseveral policies andfare technologies, includingelectronic smartcards, fare capping,
low-income fare programs, bulk pass programs, transfer policies,and fare free service. Key
findingsinclude the following:

Wake-Durham local fares are less expensive than peeragencies. Localfaresin
the Wake-Durham regionare between $0.50 and $1.75 lessexpensive than peer agency
fares. Express fares are generally consistentwith peer agencies.

Pass multipliersare consistentwith peer agencies. Thereis some variability
between peeragency pass multipliers, but Wake-Durham agency multipliersare within
the acceptable range of peeragencies.

Peer agency pass distributionnetworks are more robustand consistent. The
Wake-Durham region would benefitfromimprovingthe passdistribution networkto
align with peeragencies.

Mobileticketing can be a cost-effective technology improvement that hasthe
potentialtobe implemented quickly. | mplementing mobile ticketing canbeless
costly thanelectronic smartcardsand can accommodate fare capping and incorporating
other discountprograms. Peer agencies have invested in mobile ticketing infrastructure.
Fare capping can improve equity and reduce upfront costsfor low-income
passengers. I ncorporating fare capping through mobile ticketingand/or smartcards is a
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method for reducing high out-of-pocket payments required for low-incomeridersto
purchase monthly pass products.

Low-income fare categories can improve equity and increasethe
affordability oftransitfor vulnerable populations. However, low-tech strategies
can beburdensometo the passenger, and high-tech strategies may be expensiveor
burdensometotheagency. The pros and cons of sucha programshould be considered
beforeimplementing.

Expanding pass programscan increase transitridership andrevenuefor the
agency. Asmore passengers have expanded optionsfor costeffective use ofthe transit
system, ridership potential increases.

Fare Recommendations

Fare and policy recommendations for GoCary, GoDurham, GoRaleigh,and Go Triangle are based
on findingsfromthe existingconditionsanalysis, peer reviewand bestpractices, fare modeling,
and refining conceptswiththe Fare Working Group. The first phase ofimplementationis
anticipated to occur in Summer 2019, with additional recommendationsanticipatedfor
implementation in early 2020.

Phasel: Fare structure, discount policies, and pricing should bealigned
across theregion. Beginning in the Summer of2019, it is recommended thatthe
regionimplement a tiered fare structure ($1.25/$2.50) with consistentdiscount policies.
Phase2: Fare capping, smartcards, and mobile ticketingshouldbe pursued
in early 2020. After thefare structureand discountpoliciesare aligned, the region
should pursue the implementation and integration of mobile ticketing, fare capping, and
smartcards.

The recommended fare structureis providedin Figure ES-1,and Figure ES-2 providesa summary
ofrecommendations developed as part of the Fare I ntegration Study.
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FigureES-1 Recommended Regional Fare Structure

Fares/Multipliers Local ii%ifegil/
Base $1.25 $2.50
Day Pass $2.50 $5.00
7-Day Pass $12.00 $24.00
31-Day Pass $40.00 $80.00
Base Discount $0.60 $1.25
Discount Day Pass $1.25 $2.50
Discount 7-Day Pass $6.00 $12.00
Discount 31-Day Pass $20.00 $40.00

Figure ES-2 Fare Recommendations Summary

Type |

Fare Structure
Recommendations
(Implementationin Summer
2019)

Recommendation

= Implement two-tiered region-wide fare structure with a local base fare of $1.25

and regional/express base fare 0f$2.50
Offer consistent discounts/categories
—  Youth 12 and Under - Free

—  Youth 1310 18 —Free with Youth GoPass, otherwise 50% discount

— Seniors 65+—Free

—  People with Disabiliies —50% discount
Offer $2.50/$5.00 paratransitbase fare
Provide consistent products/discounts

—  Offer 15% discountfor Day Pass bundles

— Contnue to offer Value Cards

— Eliminate GoDurham5-Day Pass

—  Sell only Day Passes on-board

Near-TermFare Policies "
(Implementationin Summer | =
2019) .

Establish pass sales agreementand discount guidelines
Pursue new sales partnerships

Expand GoPass program

Establish guidelines for fare adjustments

Implement region-wide discountID

Mid-Term Fare Policies
(Implementationin Early ]
2020) .

Pursue mobile icketing
Pursue fare capping
Consider implementation of smartcards
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1 Introduction

The Wake and Durham County Fare Integration Study provides a comprehensive review of the
current fare system and policies for four agencies operating in the region—GoCary, GoDurham,
GoRaleigh, and GoTriangle. Across the region, opportunities exist for more common fare
purchase and collection procedures, as well as standardization of some fares among different
providers. Analysis as part of this planning effort was conducted to help the region better
understand how policy and fare changes will impact the ridership and revenue of individual
agencies and the region as a whole.

This study included a comprehensive evaluation of the existing fare structure, pricing, and
policies, a review of peer agencies and fare-related best practices, and input from stakeholders
through a series of Fare Working Group! meetings. This report provides recommendations for
fare pricing and structure, fare policy changes, and fare-related technology for the four agencies.

Key recommendations from the study include: adjustments to base fare and pass pricing, aligning
regional fares and discount policies, offering a new technology options, offering fare capping on
daily and monthly products, establishing new policies, and expanding the GoPass program to
employers of all sizes in the region.

STUDY GOALS

The Fare Integration Study includes a review of the existing fare policies in Wake and Durham
County, fare structures currently in place at peer agencies, best practices for fare structures, pass
programs, low-income programs, potential impacts of modeled fare scenarios, and fare and policy
recommendations. The overall goals of the fare integration study include:

= Improve Pass Distribution and Sales. Pass options, pricing, and discounts on pass
products impact pass sales. Aligning fares and pass pricing and making all passes
consistently available at the same locations would simplify the passenger experience.

= Balance Revenue and Ridership Goals. There is general agreement between
agencies that increasing ridership is a priority of adjusting fares and integrating service;
however, balancing revenue and ensuring financial sustainability also remain important.

= Improve Passenger Experience. Consistent of fare pricing, discount policies, and
fare media availability improves the passenger experience and make the process as
intuitive and seamless as possible.

= Improve Regional Coordination. Improve cooperation between agencies while
maintaining a degree of autonomy.

! The Fare Working Group was comprised of representatives from GoCary, GoDurham, GoRaleigh, GoTriangle, Wake
County, City of Raleigh, and the Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO). The work group met
monthly from April through October 2018.
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Make Transit an Affordable Option. Investigate feasibility of fare capping, low-
income fares, and additional reduced fare categories.

Explore New Fare Technologies. Regional approach to smartcards and mobile
ticketing to help understand the fare structure needs for adopting new technologies.

Figure 1-1 Fare Integration Study Goals

REPORT ORGANIZATION

The report is organized into four chapters in addition to this Introduction—existing conditions
and background, peer agency findings, fare scenarios, and recommendations.

Chapter 02 Existing Conditions and Background. This chapter highlights the
regional pass distribution network, fare policies, pricing, fare structure, and revenue and
ridership trends.

Chapter 03 Peer Review and Best Practices. This chapter provides an overview of
each peer agency’s key information and current fare structure and policies. Performance
indicators are compared for the region and each peer agency. This chapter also explores
best practices and lessons learned for low-income fare programs, fare capping, pass
programs, and fare free transit service.

Chapter 04 Fare Scenarios. This chapter summarizes the eight fare scenarios that
were modeled and highlights the associated ridership and revenue impacts.

Chapter 05 Recommendations. This chapter builds on the fare scenarios and peer
agency findings by identifying priority outcomes and combining scenarios into a single
preferred recommendation. There is additional discussion of policy recommendations for
consideration and incorporation by the agencies.
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2 Existing Conditions and Background

This chapter reviews the existing fare structure and policies for GoCary, GoDurham, GoRaleigh,
and GoTriangle to assess discrepancies between agencies and identify potential opportunities for
regional coordination and policy integration. This chapter also summarizes trends for farebox
revenue within the region from 2011 to 2016, as well as fare media usage to determine
opportunities for modifications to fare policies and structure.

KEY FINDINGS

Fare Structure and Pricing

Base fare pricing is inconsistent. Regional and Express service is priced in two tiers
($2.25 and $3.00), while local service is priced at a single tier for each agency. Each local
service provider charges a different base fare—$1.00, $1.25, or $1.50. Simplifying the fare
structure and aligning fares would simplify the customer experience.

Fare pass multipliers are relatively consistent. Pass multipliers for day passes, 7-
day passes, and 31-day passes, as a function of base fare price, are relatively consistent
between the four agencies. Day passes are consistent at 2x, 7-day passes range from 7x to
10x, and 31-day passes range from 34x to 36x.

There is an opportunity to align regional discount policies. All of the agencies in
the region offer the same discount for youth riders; however, discount policies for seniors
and people with disabilities vary. Aligning these policies and pursuing a regional discount
ID accepted by all service providers would improve the customer experience.

The pass distribution network is inconsistent. Pass availability is limited in the
existing pass distribution network. Pass availability varies by type of pass and by agency.

Revenue Trends

Farebox recovery rate in the region is decreasing. During the period of 2011 to
2016, farebox recovery rates in the region have generally been decreasing, and all
agencies are currently at recovery rate under 20%. Falling farebox recovery rates can
indicate an opportunity to look at fare adjustments.

Subsidy per trip in the region is increasing. Related to operating costs per trip and
fares paid per trip, the average subsidy per trip in the region has generally increased from
2011 to 2016. This also may be indicative of a need to adjust fare pricing and policies.
Passes are used more frequently than cash fares. Fares are paid in cash for fewer
than 25% of trips in the region and are most common on GoDurham routes. Express
passes are also used much less frequently than regional or local passes.
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FARE STRUCTURE AND PRICING

Fare Structure

Fare structures are similar across the agencies; however, there are key differences in fare pricing
and pass multipliers, as shown in Figure 2-1 and Figure 2-2. One key structural difference is that
GoTriangle service is priced in two tiered categories for regional and express service, while
GoDurham, GoRaleigh, and GoCary only offer one tier of local service, although the base price for
local service is different for each of these agencies. Each agency offers cash fares, local and
regional day-passes, local and regional 7-day passes, local and regional 31-day passes, and stored
value cards. Each agency also offers discount fares for a number of fare categories. GoDurham is
unique in also offering 5-day passes.

Pricing
Base fares range from as low as $1.00 for GoDurham service to as high as $3.00 for GoTriangle
Express service. Local service is priced at $1.00, $1.25, and $1.50 for GoDurham, GoRaleigh, and

GoCary, respectively. GoTriangle Regional and Express service are more expensive than local
service, priced at $2.25 and $3.00, respectively.

Pass multipliers are the number of single trips that a rider must purchase in order to “break even”
on the cost of a given pass product. For example, a day pass with a 2x multiplier means that a
passenger would need to ride transit twice in a day to break even. Pass multipliers can be adjusted
to make passes more attractive fare options for riders or to raise additional revenue for the
agency.

Pass multipliers for day passes and 31-day passes are generally consistent across the agencies,
with day-passes at 2x and 31-day passes between 34x and 36x; however, 7-day passes range from
roughly 7x for GoTriangle, 10x for GoRaleigh and GoCary, and 12x for GoDurham. These
differences present an opportunity to make pass multipliers consistent across the region.
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Discount Policies

Discount policies also vary between the agencies, as shown in Figure 2-3. Generally, there is an
opportunity to standardize discount policies by aligning discounts offered for students/youth,
seniors, and people with disabilities.

There is also an opportunity to standardize discount ID policies between the agencies, especially
for seniors and people with disabilities. Existing policies are described further below. Recent
implementation of the Youth GoPass program has created a standard ID policy for riders age 13-
18 across all agencies.

Youth

All Wake-Durham agencies currently offer free service for children and youth ages 18 and
younger. Children 0-12 ride free with no pass or ID required. Youth age 13-18 are able to ride free
with a Youth GoPass but are charged a fare if they do not have one. This is a recent policy change
that was implemented in Summer 2018.

Seniors

GoRaleigh and GoDurham both offer free service for seniors age 65 and older. GoTriangle offers a
58% discount for seniors age 65 and older, while GoCary offers a 50% discount for seniors age 60
and older. Integrating senior policy in terms of the discount provided and the age group
considered under the discount policy would enhance interagency cooperation and the rider
experience, particularly for seniors transferring between agencies.

Existing ID policies for seniors include the following:

= GoRaleigh riders must present GoRaleigh 1D
= GoCary accepts GoCary Door to Door ID or valid government 1D

= GoTriangle accepts discount ID issued by GoTriangle, GoCary, GoDurham, or GoRaleigh
or Medicare ID

= GoDurham riders must present GoDurham ID or government-issued photo 1D
Disabilities
All agencies offer a 50% discount for passengers with disabilities except GoTriangle, which offers
a 58% discount. This policy is generally consistent among the agencies. GoTriangle’s discount

percentage is currently set to round their discount fares to the nearest quarter. This percentage
should be reevaluated whenever base fares for the agency are altered.

Existing 1D policies for people with disabilities include the following:

=  GoRaleigh riders must present GoRaleigh 1D
=  GoCary accepts GoCary Door to Door ID or valid government 1D

= GoTriangle accepts discount ID issued by GoTriangle, GoCary, GoDurham, or GoRaleigh;
Braille Institute ID card; Veterans Health 1D card; or proof of ADA eligibility from
another transit system

=  GoDurham accepts GoDurham ID or Medicare card
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Transfers

There is significant potential to make transfer policies more consistent among the Wake-Durham
agencies. Currently, riders using an express pass can transfer between local, regional, or express
bus, as well as across providers for free. Riders using a regional pass can transfer between local
and regional buses—regardless of provider—for free, but cannot transfer to an express bus
without paying an upcharge.

Using local passes or cash payments, GoDurham, GoCary, and GoRaleigh do not offer any free
local transfers. All one-way bus boardings for these agencies require full fare payment.

In the Wake-Durham region, many one-way trips require a transfer, and this may become more
prevalent in the future as the network is modified, creating a financial burden for some riders.
Currently, more than 50% of trips for each agency require a transfer to complete their trip, as
shown in Figure 2-4. In the future, an alternative approach to consider instead of offering
transfers is to create a two-hour pass policy that allows unlimited use of the transit network for
that amount of time.

Figure 2-4 One-Way Trips Requiring More than One Bus

90%
80%
70%

60%

50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

GoTriangle GoDurham GoRaleigh GoCary

Fare Policies

Unique fare policies between the agencies can add confusion for customers. Policies should be
made consistent for all agencies if possible. These policies include:
= GoRaleigh offers 15% bundle discount on six or more Day Passes.

= Prepaid Value Cards are available to purchase one way fares and day passes at a 20%
discount and are accepted at the fareboxes of all four agencies.

=  GoRaleigh and GoDurham have free fares for seniors but charge ADA-eligible riders half
price.

= GoCary issues change cards at the farebox that expire after one year; GoRaleigh issues
change cards that work across regional agencies.

= All GoCary passes sold on board are activated immediately.
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= GoTriangle currently offers transfers to other GoTriangle regional routes with a transfer
card issued on board and express routes with a $0.75 upcharge; GoTriangle is also
seeking to eliminate transfers but has not yet done so.

=  GoDurham, GoCary, and GoRaleigh do not offer free local transfers.
= GoWake Access fares are only paid onboard.

General discounts offered for making upfront purchases would be more effective if they were
consistent across all agencies. For example, a 15% discount for purchasing at least six day passes
and a 20% discount for purchasing value cards worth $13.50, $25, or $50 could be made available
at all regional agencies to encourage additional ridership.

Pass Distribution

The existing pass distribution network, shown in Figure 2-5, varies by pass type and agency,
presenting challenges for passengers. The pass distribution network is generally inconsistent
among the agencies. All four agencies offer day passes onboard their vehicles; however, GoCary is
unique in also offering 7-day passes and 31-day passes onboard.

GoTriangle is the only agency that allows riders to purchase passes online. Almost every pass
option in the region is available in a transit or government building with the exception of GoCary,
which only offers the 31-day pass in transit or government buildings. GoRaleigh is the only agency
to offer passes at ticket vending machines (TVMSs) or third-party retail locations. All GoRaleigh
pass options are available at TVMs, while only 7-day passes and 31-day passes are available at
third-party retail locations, including select Harris Teeter locations in Raleigh.

There is opportunity to develop a consistent, regional pass distribution network which offers the
same passes at the same locations for all agencies in the Wake-Durham region. Such a
distribution network would enhance the customer experience by allowing for purchase of all pass
types in a greater variety of locations.
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Figure 2-5 Existing Pass Distribution Network
Transit/
Fare Type Onboard Online Government In Stores
Building
Day Pass v v
GoRaleigh | 7-Day Pass v v
31-Day Pass v v
Day Pass v
GoCary 7-Day Pass v
31-Day Pass v v
Day Pass v v v
GoTriangle | 7-Day Pass v v
31-Day Pass v v
Day Pass v v
GoDurham | 7-Day Pass v
31-Day Pass v
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REVENUE TRENDS

Farebox Recovery Rate

Farebox recovery is a measure of the percentage of agency operating funds that come from fare-
paying customers. Currently, there are no farebox recovery goals established for any of the
agencies in the Wake-Durham region. Farebox recovery rates for each agency from 2011 to 2016
are shown in Figure 2-6.

In general, farebox recovery rates have been declining across the agencies since 2011.1 The
average farebox recovery for the four agencies is below 20%. While increasing ridership is a goal
of this fare study, it is also imperative to balance this with farebox recovery to ensure agency
financial sustainability.

Figure 2-6 Farebox Recovery Rate Trends (2011-2016)
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Operating Cost per Trip

Operating cost per trip is a metric used to determine the average operating cost to the agency for
each passenger trip in the system. The average operating cost per trip for the four agencies in
2016 is shown in Figure 2-7. Average operating cost per trip ranges from $3.09 for GoDurham
service to $9.09 for GoTriangle service.

GoTriangle provides regional service over a larger area than the other agencies, resulting in a
higher operating cost per trip. The operating cost per trip for GoCary ($7.26) is relatively high
compared to the other local services, likely due to GoCary’s smaller size.

! Data was not available for GoCary in 2012 or 2013
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Figure 2-7 Average Operating Cost per Trip (2016)
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Fares Paid per Trip

Due to discount policies, fare pass discounts, and fare evasion, the full base fare for service is not
always paid for every trip—instead, the actual fare paid per trip is often lower. Figure 2-8 shows
the average fares paid per trip for each agency between 2011 and 2016. Average fares paid per trip
generally follow the same pattern as the listed base fares for each agency—GoDurham has the
lowest fares paid, followed by GoRaleigh, GoCary, and GoTriangle with the highest. Average fares
paid range from a low of $0.44 for GoDurham to $1.41 for GoTriangle. The fares paid per trip vary
from year to year, but fluctuations are relatively small (within $0.15 per trip).

Figure 2-8 Average Fares Paid per Trip (2011-2016)
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Subsidy per Trip

By subtracting the average cost per trip by the average fare paid per trip, it is possible to calculate
the average subsidy per trip. In general, the average subsidy per trip, shown in Figure 2-9, ranged
from a low of $2.63 per trip for GoDurham to a high of $7.76 per trip for GoTriangle. GoTriangle
subsidies have increased since 2013, growing by more than $1.00 in a three-year period. GoCary
had an average subsidy per trip of $8.32 in 2011, but that number decreased to $6.57 in 2016.

Figure 2-9 Average Subsidy per Trip (2011-2016)
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Fare Media

The fare media used at regional agencies is shown in Figure 2-10. In general, all four agencies
primarily rely on passes for the bulk of their fare media. Passes are used for 75% of GoDurham
riders, 70% of GoCary riders, 77% of GoTriangle riders, and 64% of GoRaleigh riders.

Cash payments account for less than 25% of boardings across the agencies, with 24% of
GoDurham riders, 19% of GoCary riders, 14% of GoTriangle riders, and 8% of GoRaleigh riders
paying cash.

The type of passes used for each agency are shown in Figure 2-11. Generally, Express Passes are
not widely used, accounting for less than 5% of all pass usage. GoTriangle (64%) and GoDurham
(22%) have higher GoPass usage than the other agencies. GoTriangle (32%) and GoCary (31%)
also have higher Regional Pass usage than the other agencies. The majority of pass use for
GoDurham (73%), GoRaleigh (90%), and GoCary (63%) are local passes.

This indicates that changes to Express Passes are unlikely to have large impacts, while changes to
Regional Passes are likely to have a greater impact for GoTriangle and GoCary. Similarly, changes
to the GoPass structure will have greater impacts to GoTriangle and GoDurham. Changes to local
passes will likely have a significant impact for all local service agencies.
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Figure 2-10  Fare Media Used by Agency
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Figure 2-11  Pass Type by Agency
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In the Wake-Durham region, the GoPass Program is available through numerous employers and
universities. GoPass use varies by agency and passenger demographics. The annual GoPass use
for each agency in the region is shown in Figure 2-12. Generally, GoPasses are used by commuters
employed by universities and government agencies. Eligible employees have the option of
purchasing or using an employer-provided GoPass, and employers participating in the GoPass
program are billed by the transit agency based on pass usage.

In this section, GoPass use is analyzed in greater detail for each agency, with the exception of
GoCary. GoPass use for GoCary is sufficiently small that detailed data from the agency was not

available.

Page 31



Figure 2-12
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The majority of GoTriangle riders (53%) use a GoPass. Additionally, 85% of GoPass use on

GoTriangle routes is by riders affiliated with a university. Higher incomes are also correlated with
higher GoPass use, indicating that high-income commuters are more likely to have access to the

program.

Figure 2-13
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GoPass Use by Income and by University Affiliation for GoTriangle Riders
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Universities | Express | Regional | % of Total
Duke University 72,000 106,000 22%
Durham Tech 1,800 25,000 3%
NC State 38,000 56,000 11%
NCCU 500 5,000 0.6%
UNC-Chapel Hill 56,000 335,000 48%
Total 168,000 527,000 85%
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GoDurham

GoPass use is significantly lower for GoDurham than for GoTriangle, with only 16% of GoDurham
riders utilizing GoPass. The majority of GoPass use on GoDurham routes is by university-
affiliated riders, accounting for 94% of all GoPass use for the agency. Higher incomes are also
correlated with higher GoPass use, but less significantly than for GoTriangle.

Figure 2-14 GoPass Use by Income and by University Affiliation for GoDurham Riders

GoPass Use by Income (GoDurham)
30% Annual

Universities % of Total
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GoRaleigh

GoPass use for GoRaleigh is similar to GoDurham, with 14% of GoRaleigh riders utilizing GoPass.
Similar to GoDurham and GoTriangle, GoPass use for GoRaleigh is primarily through university-
affiliated riders; however, there is also a large share of government employees using GoPass on
GoRaleigh service. Income data was not available for GoRaleigh for inclusion in this analysis.

Figure 2-15 GoPass Use by Organization/Employer Affiliation for GoRaleigh Riders
Organization Annta&iePass % of Total
NC State 184,000 44%
Wake Tech 78,000 19%
State Gov. 55,000 13%
Shaw Univ. 32,000 8%
City of Raleigh 20,000 5%
Total 369,000 89%
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3 Peer Review and Best Practices

This chapter presents a comparison of the Wake-Durham region’s fare structure and policies—
including pass distribution network, base fares, pass multipliers, discount policies, farebox
recovery rate, average cost per trip, average fare paid per trip, and average subsidy per trip—with
peer agencies around the country. This chapter also assesses best practices for several policies and
fare technologies, including electronic smartcards, fare capping, low-income fare programs, pass
programs, transfer policies, and fare free service. These topics expand beyond the listed peer
agencies and regions to explore relevant case studies for applicable policies and programs.

KEY FINDINGS

Fare Structure

Wake-Durham local fares are less expensive than peer agencies. Local fares in
the Wake-Durham region are between $0.50 and $1.75 less expensive than peer agency
fares. Express fares are generally consistent with peer agencies.

Pass multipliers are consistent with peer agencies. There is some variability
between peer agency pass multipliers, but Wake-Durham agency multipliers are within
the acceptable range of peer agencies.

Peer agency pass distribution networks are more robust and consistent. The
Wake-Durham region would benefit from improving the pass distribution network to
align with peer agencies.

The Wake-Durham region offers more free service categories than peer
agencies. Discount categories are relatively similar between the peer agencies, but
Wake-Durham agencies provide free service to youth under 18, while most peers offer
discounted service to youth under 18 and free service to children under 6 only.

Revenue Trends

The Wake-Durham region has lower farebox recovery rates than peer
agencies. Lower fares and more free service categories in the region are a likely
contributing factor to this trend.

GoTriangle and GoCary have higher average costs and average subsidy per
trip. GoDurham and GoRaleigh are comparable to peer agencies, but GoTriangle and
GoCary have higher average costs and average subsidy per trip.

Policies and Programs

Mobile ticketing can be a cost-effective technology improvement that has the
potential to be implemented quickly. Implementing mobile ticketing can be less
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costly than electronic smartcards and can accommodate fare capping and incorporating
other discount programs. Peer agencies have invested in mobile ticketing infrastructure.

Fare capping can improve equity and reduce upfront costs for low-income
passengers. Incorporating fare capping through a mobile ticketing flash pass or
smartcard provide methods for reducing out of pocket payments required for low-income
riders.

Low-income fare categories can improve equity and increase the
affordability of transit for vulnerable populations. However, low-tech strategies
can be burdensome to the passenger, and high-tech strategies may be expensive or
burdensome to the agency. The pros and cons of such a program should be considered
before implementing.

Expanding bulk pass programs can increase transit ridership and revenue
for the agency. As more passengers have expanded options for cost-effective use of the
transit system, ridership potential increases.

Fare free operation can be transformative for a transit agency but requires
creative funding partnerships. Fare free systems typically experience significant
ridership growth after eliminating fares. Replacing lost fare revenue while meeting
growing ridership demand may be challenging without establishing supportive financial
partnerships.

INTRODUCTION

Peer reviews are a useful technique to understand the “state of the practice” with regard to fare
levels, structures, and policies. The purpose of this peer review is to provide current and accurate
information about fare structures and policies at other comparable transit agencies. The peer
agencies were selected based on various attributes, including service area, service population,
operating characteristics, implementation of innovative fare policies and/or technology, and
feedback from the Fare Working Group. The six agencies/regions in this peer review are:

Seattle, WA (King County Metro and Sound Transit)
Portland, OR (TriMet)

Phoenix, AZ (Valley Metro)

Denver, CO (RTD)

Charlotte, NC (CATS)

Boston, MA (MBTA)

These peer regions are shown in Figure 3-1. Data for this peer review was collected from the most
recently available data from the National Transit Database (NTD, 2016), agency websites, and
other agency-related materials.
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Figure 3-1 Map of Peer Agencies

FARE STRUCTURE

Fares by Service Type

Fares by service type for each of the peer agencies are shown in Figure 3-1. In general, local
service for peer agencies is more expensive than in the Wake-Durham region. Peer agency base
fares vary from $2.00 to $2.75, compared to $1.00 to $1.50 in the Wake-Durham region. Express
service fares are in line with fares in other peer agencies, which range from $2.50 in Portland to
$5.00 in Boston. Commuter/regional fares in Wake-Durham are on the low side compared to
peers, which are generally in the $4.00 to $7.00 range. Trip length and fares for demand response
service are also in line with peer agencies.

Other findings from peer agency fare structures include:

= Portland offers a flat fare across all modes.

= Phoenix and Charlotte charge the same fare for light rail and local bus.

= Seattle charges the same fare for Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) and local bus.

= Denver and Boston offer discounts for using a smartcard compared to cash and magnetic
tickets.

= Wake-Durham premiums are 50% to 300% for local versus regional/express service.
— Phoenix and Denver charge a 62.5% and 73% premium for regional service.
— Boston charges a 150%-250% premium for express service.

= Zone-based and peak fares are not common.
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Pass Multipliers

As described in Chapter 2, pass multipliers are the number of single trips that a rider must
purchase in order to break even on the cost of a given pass product. For example, a day pass with
a 2x multiplier means that a passenger would need to ride transit twice in a day to break even.
Pass multipliers can be adjusted to make them more attractive fare options for riders or to raise
additional revenue for the agency.

Pass multipliers for peer agencies are shown in Figure 3-3. Agencies in Wake and Durham County
are generally in line with other peer agencies in terms of pass multipliers for local bus service.

= Day pass multipliers for peer agencies are relatively consistent, between 2 and 2.9, and
are in line with Wake-Durham’s multiplier of 2.

= 7-day pass multipliers for peer agencies range from 9.6 to 12.3. The Wake-Durham
region is again in line with peer agencies, with multipliers varying from 9.6 to 12.

= Monthly passes in peer agencies have the most variability of all pass multipliers,
ranging between 27.5 in Boston and 40 in Portland. Wake-Durham monthly passes are
set with a multiplier of 36, placing it in line with peers, though toward the higher end.

Figure 3-3 Peer Agency Local Bus Fare Pass Multipliers

Wake/Durham (Multiple) $1.00-$1.50 9.6-12 36
Seattle (Multiple) $2.75 23-29 N/A N/A 36
Portland (TriMet) $2.50 2 N/A N/A 40
Phoenix (Valley Metro) $2.00 2 N/A 10 32
Denver (RTD) $2.60 2 N/A N/A 38
Boston (MBTA) $2.00 N/A N/A 10.6 275
Charlotte (CATS) $2550 NIA o 12.3 35.2

Pass Distribution

Peer agencies have a wider distribution network than the Wake-Durham agencies. All pass types
are available online, in transit/government agency buildings, at social service provides, and in
third party retail stores. Additionally, there are fewer pass products available onboard transit
vehicles, with day passes being the only available fare media for purchase. The peer pass
distribution network is summarized in Figure 3-4.
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Figure 3-4 Peer Agency Pass Distribution Network

Transit/ Social
Agency Fare Type Onboard Online Government : In Stores TVM
o Services
Building
King Day Pass v v v v v
County
Metro 31-Day Pass v v v v v
Day Pass v v v v v v
TriMet
31-Day Pass v v v v v
Day Pass v v v v v v
Valley
Metro 7-Day Pass v v v v v
31-Day Pass v v v v v
Day Pass v v v v v v
RTD
31-Day Pass v v v v v
7-Day Pass v v v v v
CATS
31-Day Pass v v v v v
7-Day Pass v v v v v
MBTA
31-Day Pass v v v v v

Discount Policies

Peer agency discount policies as of Spring 2018 are shown in Figure 3-5. Discounts are generally
consistent among the peer agencies; however, the Wake-Durham region offers more free services
than the peer agencies. Boston offers free service to children under 12, while other peers offer free
service only to children under 6. All agencies in Wake/Durham offer free service to children and
youth ages 18 and under. Additionally, GoDurham and GoRaleigh offer free service to seniors
over 65, and GoCary offers a 50% discount for seniors over 60.

Peer agencies also offer additional discount categories not offered in the Wake/Durham region,
including free fare to active-duty military in Boston and Denver and a 45% discount for low-
income adults in Seattle.
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REVENUE TRENDS

Revenue trends between the Wake-Durham region and other peer agencies—with indicators such
as farebox recovery rate, average operating cost, average fare paid per trip, and average subsidy
per passenger—may indicate a need for updated fare policies to improve competitiveness and stay
in line with the financial sustainability of peers. This section highlights revenue trends at peer
agencies.

Farebox Recovery

Farebox recovery rates for peer agencies are shown in Figure 3-6. Peer agencies generally have a
higher farebox recovery rate than agencies in the Wake-Durham region. All of the peer agencies
have a recovery rate of at least 20%, with Boston recovering more than 40%. The highest farebox
recovery rate in the Wake-Durham region is 14.2% for GoRaleigh, with a low of 9.5% for GoCary.
This suggests that there is room to improve the farebox recovery rate in the region to become
more competitive with peer agencies.

Figure 3-6 Farebox Recovery Rate for Peer Agencies (2016)

45%
40%
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%

5%

0%

Farebox Recovery Rate

Source: NTD

Average Operating Cost per Trip

The average operating cost per trip varies among the peer agencies and is shown in Figure 3-7.
Among peer agencies, GoDurham has the lowest average operating cost, GoRaleigh is about
average, and GoCary and GoTriangle have highest operating costs per trip. Peer agency operating
costs per trip range between $3.72 in Boston to $5.04 in Denver. The $3.09 and $4.27 cost per
trip for GoDurham and GoRaleigh, respectively, are in line with peers; however, the $7.26 and
$9.09 cost per trip for GoCary and GoTriangle respectively are significantly higher than other
peer agencies.
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Figure 3-7 Average Operating Cost per Trip for Peer Agencies (2016)
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Average Fare Paid per Trip

The average fare paid per trip for peer agencies is shown in Figure 3-8. In general, peer agencies
have higher average fares paid per trip than agencies in the Wake/Durham region, with the
exception of GoTriangle. Average fares paid for peer agencies range from $0.90 for Phoenix to
$1.75 for Seattle. GoTriangle is in line with peers at $1.33; however, GoCary, GoRaleigh, and
GoDurham have lower fares paid, ranging from $0.46 to $0.69. This difference is likely due to
lower base fares and more generous discount policies in the Wake-Durham region and suggests
that altering the fare structure could improve financial competitiveness.

Figure 3-8 Average Fare Paid per Trip for Peer Agencies (2016)
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Average Subsidy per Passenger

The average subsidy per passenger for peer agencies is shown in Figure 3-9. The average subsidy
per passenger follows a similar trend as the average operating cost per trip for peer agencies.
GoDurham and GoRaleigh are in line with peer agency subsidies; however, GoCary and
GoTriangle have higher subsidies per passenger than the other agencies.

Peer agency subsidies range from $2.19 for Boston to $3.72 for Denver. GoDurham and
GoRaleigh are both in line with this range, with subsidies of $2.63 and $3.67, respectively.
GoCary and GoTriangle have significantly higher subsidies than peer agencies at $6.57 and $9.22,
respectively.

Figure 3-9 Average Subsidy per Passenger for Peer Agencies (2016)
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PEER AGENCY POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

In addition to fare structures, discount policies, and revenue trends, unique policies and
programs at peer agencies were also evaluated. These policies include the use of technology and
unique fare categories, including electronic smartcards, mobile ticketing, regional policy
integration, fare capping, low-income fare programs, pass programs, and fare free service.

Electronic Smart Cards and Mobile Ticketing

Advances in fare payment technology, including mobile payment systems and electronic
smartcards, are moving riders away from cash payments. General trends in the transit industry
support fare incentives for passengers to move to pass products instead of cash. Reducing the use
of cash on transit vehicles has numerous benefits, included decreased dwell time, reduced
potential for conflicts with operators, and simpler accounting procedures. It also raises potential
equity considerations as disadvantaged rider populations may be more reliant on cash fares. This
section discusses peer fare media offerings and approaches to reducing cash payments through
pricing and other incentives and disincentives.
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TriMet, RTD, King County Metro, and MBTA all currently use smartcard systems and mobile
ticketing. Valley Metro has a smartcard called the Platinum Pass that is available to employers
only; however, they are looking into an expansion to make the pass available to the general public.
CATS is planning to introduce smart cards in 2018-2019.

King County Metro

King County Metro currently offers cash, paper tickets,
mobile tickets, and smartcard (ORCA) fare media
options. More than 30% of King County Metro riders
pay fares with cash. The agency is planning to conduct
studies on cash fare payments and farebox
replacement or elimination, potentially looking at
commuter routes with high smartcard usage for
possible cashless routes. The agency is also interested
investigating if a more attractive low-income fare or
program could increase smartcard usage.

The ORCA Program provides seamless transfers

between seven different transit agencies in the region.

The ORCA Program greatly improves the customer experience, but the fare reconciliation process
is complicated for the agencies. Through the shared smartcard, revenue is transferred between
agencies based on proportional ridership data, with revenue being allocated based on the cash
fare if each leg of the trip were taken independently.

Best practices and lessons learned from the ORCA Program include:

= Standardizing fares across service types is recommended.

= Standardizing the fare change process at a regional level is helpful to facilitate a
coordinated process.

= Use an open system if possible; closed-loop systems make it difficult to designate new
passenger or fare types.

= Significant coordination is needed between partner agencies to deliver a quality product.

King County Metro is preparing for the next generation of ORCA cards and ticket vending
machines in the upcoming years, and they are hoping to expand the card’s abilities and increase
the retail distribution network.

TriMet

TriMet offers cash, mobile ticketing, smartcards (Hop Fastpass) and
mobile payment systems (Apple or Android) fare media options.
The agency began phasing out paper tickets in mid-2018 and are
replacing ticket vending machines with Hop stations, which allow
customers to load funds onto their Hop card. TriMet also offers
employer and school pass programs, which are being moved to the
Hop card.

TriMet has about 30%-35% cash fare riders and is using a phased
approach to increasing non-cash fare payments. With new
technology and smartcard options, the agency is trying to address
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the two main groups using cash: those who are paying cash because it's more convenient and
don’t ride frequently, or those who can only afford one fare at a time. There is no surcharge for
cash use, but the agency thinks that riders understand the benefit of lost card protection, card
replacement, and pass earnings, which will incentivize them to move away from cash fares.

TriMet's current challenge is marketing the variety of options and programs to various markets.
The agency is hopeful that all types of riders will see the benefits of using smartcards over cash or
paper media. As the Wake-Durham regional agencies begin making long-term policy decisions, a
cost-benefit analysis should be conducted regarding

smartcards, mobile ticketing, and required farebox

upgrades.

Regional Discount Policies and
Smart Cards

Standardized discount policies and ID throughout the
region improve the customer experience and facilitate
regional integration. The Puget Sound Regional
Reduced Fare Permit (RRFP) offers a best practice
example for a reduced fare program for seniors and
people with disabilities in the Puget Sound, WA
region. RRFP entitles senior riders aged 65 and older,
riders with a disability, and Medicare cardholders to
reduced fares on 13 different transit agencies
throughout the region.

Fare Capping

Fare capping is an emerging trend for some of the

peer agencies in which individual trips are tracked and fares are capped after reaching certain
thresholds (i.e., two trips in a day or 30 trips in a month). Benefits of fare capping include
increased affordability of passes, increased fare equity, and increased simplicity. Fare capping is
particularly beneficial for low-income riders who may not have the cash on hand to purchase a 31-
day pass and end up paying more in cash fares over the course of the month. Fare capping can be
introduced through electronic smartcards, which track fare payments through an internal
database, or through mobile ticketing, which tracks fare payments and automatically provides
riders a pass once the payment threshold has been reached.

TriMet introduced fare capping in conjunction with a new electronic smart card in 2018, and King
County Metro is exploring fare capping as a part of the next generation of ORCA cards.
Additionally, agencies in the San Francisco Bay Area offer a similar day pass accumulator
program on Clipper cards.

Key considerations for fare capping include:

= Programs require the use of an electronic fare collection system (smart cards or mobile
ticketing) capable of tracking paid trips.

= It can be difficult to implement a fare cap in systems with multiple service types (e.g.,
local and regional).

= There is potential for revenue loss on daily or monthly passes.
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Low-Income Fare Programs

Low-income fare programs are currently being used by King County Metro, TriMet, and the San
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) to provide discounted service for eligible
adults making up to 200% of the federal poverty level. Low-income programs may be “high-tech,”
requiring electronic smartcards and upgraded farebox infrastructure to verify rider identity and
maintain discounts, or “low-tech,” which are more commonly photo ID cards to prevent fraud
combined with magnetic swipe card technology. Low-tech options are cheaper and faster to
implement but require greater administrative costs, while high-tech options could require costly
upgrades to farebox infrastructure and may not be feasible in the short-term.

High-Tech Options

ORCA Lift

The ORCA Lift program in the Puget Sound region requires
in-person verification with proof of income. ORCA Lift riders
receive ORCA cards that look and work just like a regular
ORCA card, but that contains the low-income rider
designation within the internal system database. These ORCA
cards can be obtained from more than 40 different locations
and are valid for two years before participants must reapply.
While riders are permitted to have multiple ORCA cards, only
one ORCA Lift card may be registered to a single person at
any given time to prevent fraud. If someone attempts to
register two ORCA Lift cards, the first card is automatically
deactivated.

Promoting low-income programs through engagement with social service providers and
community groups has been effective for marketing the ORCA Lift program. Social service
agencies were involved with structuring the program from the outset and helped make
recommendations to the agency about the program structure. These agencies also provide income
verification services and help enroll qualifying riders who are applying for other benefits. In King
County, for example, the Department of Social and Health Services (DSHS) offered ORCA Lift
applications to applicants for EBT services, which resulted in increased enrollment. DSHS is
planning to increase their role in Pierce and Snohomish Counties as well.

Cardholders pay $1.50 for most one-way trips or may purchase discounted monthly passes for
$54 (regularly $99). Fare value and passes can be renewed online, similar to other ORCA pass
products.

Not everyone who is eligible uses the program, but ridership is expected to increase as a result of
the program. Out of the approximately 160,000 riders eligible for the ORCA Lift program, there
were 60,000 participants as of March 2018. Additional funding may be necessary to offset
revenue loss associated with these programs. The ORCA Lift program costs were offset by a fare
increase for the general public.

TriMet Low-Income Hop Pass

TriMet's program is relatively new and has not yet released enrollment data, but during the
planning phase, the agency projected 45,000 users out of 120,000 eligible riders and an annual
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ridership increase of 1-2% (2 million trips). The program is funded by a state transportation
package that provides $12.5 million annually through a payroll tax increase.

After in-person income verification, Low-Income Hop Pass program participants receive a special
Hop card with their photo on the front in order to discourage fraud. This Hop card is valid for two
years before participants must reapply. Program participants have multiple fare options including
$1.25 for a single ride, $2.50 for a day pass, and $28 for a 31-day pass. These fares represent a
discount between 50% and 72% compared to standard base fares.

Low-Tech Options

SFMTA Lifeline Pass

The Lifeline Pass is a low-income pass
program implemented in San Francisco in
2005 to reduce the impacts of planned fare
increases on low-income riders. Any San
Francisco County resident at or below
200% of the federal poverty line is eligible
for the program. Applicants must submit
government-issued identification, proof of
income eligibility, and proof of residency
to the San Francisco Human Services
Agency to verify eligibility every two years.

The Lifeline Pass is not a smartcard;

instead, it is a photo ID that requires

monthly validation stickers that cost $38

per month (50% of a regular monthly

pass). Participants use their card as a flash pass to board the vehicle and don’t pay any additional
fare. Riders have to purchase their validation stickers every month in person at one of eight
locations throughout the city of San Francisco. This validation sticker component is more
burdensome to the user than smartcard-based programs.

Out of approximately 159,000 eligible riders, 45,000 have enrolled in Lifeline and 20,000 were
actively purchasing passes in 2017.

Dallas Area Rapid Transit TANF Program

Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART) offers a low-income monthly pass for TANF recipients using
magnetic swipe card technology. This program requires riders to purchase monthly passes at the
transit center or select pass outlet locations. TANF recipients are able to use their benefits to
directly purchase the transit pass at a reduced rate. Using TANF benefits to purchase transit
passes serves as an income verification process. This program provides less flexibility than other
low-income programs since participants are limited to monthly passes and cannot receive a
discounted day pass or single ride fare.

Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority Transportation Disadvantaged Program

Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority (PSTA) in Pinellas County, FL, offers a low-tech low-income
fare program for residents of Pinellas County with a documented household income not exceeding
150% of the poverty level as one component of the agency’s Transportation Disadvantaged (TD)

Page 47

Page 135 of 168



Page 136 of 168

Program. The TD program is state-funded and paid for through vehicle registration fees. The TD
Program does not offer a reduced fare cash option—instead, qualified riders can purchase 10-day
passes for $5 per month (regularly $50) and 31-day unlimited passes for $11 per month (regularly
$70).

Applicants for the TD Program self-certify their residency and lack of alternative transportation
options, but are required to verify their income level with acceptable documentation. The
program currently requires passengers to certify their income annually. Passes are sold at PSTA
vending locations only, not through any other agreements or third-party retail locations.
Passengers must show government-issued photo ID to receive their pass. Administrative staff
access a database which includes name, date of birth, address, and phone number to verify the
passenger’s identity and eligibility.

The annual TD Program budget for reduced passes is approximately $350,000 at 150% of the
poverty level. Previously, the program used 200% as the poverty level threshold, but it caused the
program to exceed available budget, so the poverty level was adjusted down. The program
requires approximately 1.5 FTEs dedicated to handling eligibility verification and database
management.

The TD Program had a negative impact on PSTA's farebox recovery, but meets the agency’s goal
of allowing those who need it most to be able to use the service more often. The in-person pass
purchasing process is burdensome for users but is necessary until there is a more streamlined 1D
verification or high-tech system in place.

PASS PROGRAMS

In recent years, growing numbers of transit agencies have
teamed with universities, employers, or residential
neighborhoods to provide bulk transit passes. These passes
typically provide unlimited rides on local or regional transit
providers for low monthly fees, often absorbed entirely by
the employer, school, or developers.

A bulk pass program provides a participating
organization free or deeply discounted transit

rides for a financial guarantee. These programs

are slightly different than pass sales since they

often assume that 100% of an organization’s
members are eligible for the program whether or

not they regularly use public transportation. The
benefit to major institutions is that a well-designed
program provides a simple, packaged solution to help
solve transportation access issues to their organization.
These types of programs can be implemented in
different ways, but the most common financial
contribution approaches include the following:

=  Contribution determined by current employees, residential units,
students, etc. as reported by the participating organization

= Contribution determined by ridership
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= Annual fixed fee (same price, regardless of institution size or usage)

Bulk transit passes provide multiple benefits, as discussed in Figure 3-10. While pass programs
tend to be affiliated with bus service, in most cases they are part of a broader multi-modal
transportation strategy that includes improved bike programs, car share programs,
carpooling/vanpooling strategies, and often, increased parking rates.

Figure 3-10  Bulk Pass Program Benefits

Beneficiary | Bulk Pass Benefit

Free access to transit

Transit Riders Rewards existing riders, attracts new ones

For employees who drive, making existing transit free can effectively create convenient park-
and-ride shuttles to existing underused remote parking areas

Provides a stable source of income

Transit Agencies | Increases transit ridership, helping to meet agency ridership goals

Can help improve cost recovery, reduce agency subsidy, and/or fund service improvements

Reduces traffic congestion and increases transit ridership

Communities — : :
Reduces existing, unmet, and future growth in parking demand
Bulk pass programs can benefit developers if implemented concurrently with reduced parking
requirements, which consequently lower construction costs

Developers Providing free cost transit passes for large developments provides an amenity that can help
attract renters or home buyers as part of a lifestyle marketing campaign appealing to those
seeking a “new urban lifestyle”

Employees/ Reduces demand for parking on-site

Employers Provides a tax-advantaged transportation benefit that can help recruit and retain employees

Source: City of Pasadena Traffic Reduction Strategies Study, 2007

RTD EcoPass (Denver, CO)

Denver RTD’s Business EcoPass provides unlimited usage of RTD services and is an annual
transit pass purchased by a company and its employees or a collection of residences. Companies
purchase the EcoPass for all full-time employees with an option to include part-time employees.
Transit service levels are also accounted for through a tiered pricing structure (Figure 3-11).
Pricing for businesses is determined by two factors—location of the business (and corresponding
level of service for that area) and total number of full-time employees or total number of full/part-
time employees on the payroll. Contract minimum rates apply for businesses with a per-person
rate that equals less than the contract minimum. The resulting discount per employee per year
ranges from 71% to 97% off the retail price.!

Additionally, Boulder County offers a multi-year EcoPass discount (60% off of the first year's
purchase price, 30% off of the second year's contract price) to all businesses and neighborhoods

! Calculated based on July 2018 Valupass pricing of $1,881 for regional/airport service.
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signing up for their initial EcoPass contract. EcoPass is tax deductible to employers and tax free to
employees.

As of Summer 2018, RTD is currently investigating making changes to the existing EcoPass
program to charge per use. If updated policies are implemented, employers would continue to be
grouped by location and number of employees, but fees per EcoPass use would be charged based
on tier categories. RTD is still considering fees per tier, level of discounts provided, and potential
adjustments to tier size as part of the revised program structure.

Figure 3-11  Denver RTD Business EcoPass Pricing Structure (2016)
Cost per Employee per Year (2016)
Service | Numberof | COMtACt |y 5 25249 | 250909 | T00 | 5000+
Level Area | Employees Minimum Employees | Employees | Employees 1,999 Employees
Per Year Employees
) 1-10 $1,150
S’*ijou‘rjgzrn 1120 | $2.300 $98 $85 $75 $64 $60
21+ $3,448
B: Major 1-10 $2,108
Transit 11-20 $4,215 $209 $189 $173 $160 $151
Centers 21+ $6,322
C:Downtown 1-10 $2,874
Dénver CBD 11-20 $5,748 $532 $493 $470 $459 $434
21+ $8,621
D: DIA and 1-10 $2,874
home 11-20 $5,748 $544 $522 $483 $470 $445
businesses 21+ $8,621

Source: Denver RTD

FARE FREE SYSTEMS

The majority of public transit systems charge a fare for passengers to access the system; however,
some agencies provide fare free, or prepaid, service with no fare charged at the point of access.
Fare free transit service is generally funded by other means than collected fares, including
partnerships with local universities, non-profit organizations, or community groups, which can
make up lost farebox revenue.

Transitioning to fare free service can be a transformative way to increase public transit use, with
potential benefits including:

= Increasing ridership between 30-40%?2

= Improving speed and reliability

= Reducing administrative costs

= Eliminating cost to maintain and upgrade fareboxes

= Reducing fare disputes

= Environmental benefits including carbon reduction and reduced parking requirements

2 According to experiences from systems include Chapel Hill Transit and Mountain Line (Missoula, MT)
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Case Study: Chapel Hill Transit

Chapel Hill Transit (CHT) serves as a local case study to identify potential impacts and best
practices for transitioning to fare free service in the Wake-Durham region. Key impacts to the
CHT system include a significant increase in ridership and demand for service, an increase in
service to accommodate new ridership demand, and the need to offset operating cost increases
with revenue other than fares.

Ridership and Operations Trends

After eliminating fares in 2002, ridership on CHT doubled over the next 10 years. To
accommodate increased ridership demand, CHT has increased service by 28% between 2002 and
2015. As CHT revenue hours increased, the cost per revenue hour of providing service has also
continued to increase—76% between 2002 and 2015. These increased operating costs appear to be
primarily driven by inflationary changes, as well as the cost of fuel and employee benefits.

A key consideration before transition to fare free service is the associated increased demand for
paratransit service. Legally, 100% of paratransit demand must be met and fare free paratransit is
attractive to the rider but costly for the agency. After moving to a fare free system, Chapel Hill
Transit experienced a 20% increase in demand response ridership, though overall demand
response ridership is currently declining.

These trends are shown in Figure 3-12 through Figure 3-15.
Figure 3-12  Chapel Hill Transit Fare Free Ridership Impacts

Chapel Hill Transit Fixed-Route Ridership 1993-2015
Before/After Fare-Free Implementation

10,000,000

8,000,000 -

Systemwide Fare Free Implemented

6,000,000 \

4,000,000

Annual Fixed-Route Ridership

2,000,000 -
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Figure 3-13  Chapel Hill Transit Demand Response Ridership Trends
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Figure 3-14  Chapel Hill Transit Revenue Hours Trends
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Figure 3-15  Chapel Hill Transit Cost per Revenue Hour Trends

120.00 T
$ Operator Salary /Wages: 53%

Fringe Benefits: 104% 76%
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Funding Trends

After eliminating fares, federal formula funding for CHT increased before leveling off in 2011 and
has been relatively flat since. While federal funding has been consistent, state funding for CHT
service declined 26% between 2007 and 2015. CHT has made up for this decrease in state funding
with partner contributions from UNC-Chapel Hill, the Town of Chapel Hill, and the Town of
Carrboro. These funding trends are shown in Figure 3-16 through Figure 3-18.

Figure 3-16  Chapel Hill Transit Federal Formula Funding Trends

$2,500,000

$2,000,000

$1,500,000
$1,000,000 -
$500,000 -

FYo7 FYo8 FY0o9 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15

Page 53



Figure 3-17
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Figure 3-18
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Fare Free Best Practices and Lessons Learned

There are numerous costs and benefits associated with providing fare free service. Potential
benefits include increased ridership, simplified administration, and travel time/dwell time
savings. After eliminating fares, CHT experienced significant ridership growth and adjusted their
service accordingly. This growth has stabilized and remained steady since 2010; however, the
impacts of growth and expansion are still being felt as CHT continues to increase service and the
operating cost per revenue hour continues to increase. These cost increases largely reflect
inflation but are still important considerations for transit agencies before implementing fare free
service.

As costs generally increased, the funding mechanism used to provide the service also
fundamentally changed. Federal funding remained relatively consistent, while state funding
declined significantly. This funding gap was bridged through the partnership between CHT, UNC-
Chapel Hill, the Town of Chapel Hill, and the Town of Carrboro to provide increased funding for
service.

Local partnerships are imperative for ensuring adequate funding to both maintain the existing
level of service and gradually increase service to meet expected increases in ridership demand.
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4 Fare Scenarios

This chapter presents a summary of the fare scenarios that were modeled and evaluated to assess
ridership and revenue impacts. Scenarios were identified based on potential to address the study
goals and approved by the Fare Working Group.

FARE MODEL DEVELOPMENT

The fare model developed for this project is based on existing ridership and revenue data (FY
2017) and assumptions on average fare per passenger for each fare product. This information is
then used as a baseline to understand order of magnitude changes to fare revenues and ridership
as a result of pricing or structural changes.

Consumption of transit, like other goods and services, reacts to cost. Significant research over
time has examined the sensitivity of transit ridership to fare increases. In transit, the standard
measurement of sensitivity to fare changes means that for every 10% increase in fares, ridership
will decrease by 3% (and vice-versa).

As such, elasticity factors are common in fare modeling, as they define the price sensitivity of
riders to fare changes. An elastic factor suggests a larger change in ridership relative to a fare
change. An inelastic factor suggests a relatively small change in ridership relative to a fare change.
The model accounts for two elasticity factors?:

= Arrelatively inelastic factor (-0.33), which is consistent with industry standards for
regular fares

= A*“reduced” elasticity factor (-0.21) to account for observations associated with student,
elderly, and disabled patrons

Using these elasticity factors, ridership changes (on a fare product basis) are determined from the
proposed fare increase or decrease. A new average fare for each fare product is also calculated
from the percentage change in the fare product price. Finally, multiplying the new ridership
estimate by the new average fare produces a revenue estimate for that fare product.

It should be cautioned that any estimation model is an approximation based on a set of
assumptions and is highly dependent on accurate data inputs to ensure quality outputs. The fare
model bases ridership and revenue changes strictly on price variation. Qualitative factors such as
customer simplicity or other factors are not considered here, but are certainly factors in reality
that influence ridership and revenue levels. Based on the perceived simplicity gains, it is likely
that ridership benefits in each scenario are understated. As a result, the findings from this
analysis are simply estimates but offer a valuable means to compare different scenarios against
one another.

T Source: TCRP Report 95, Chapter 12, Transit Pricing and Fares.
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KEY FINDINGS

= Tiered fares may align regional fare structures and increase revenue for the
region with limited impacts to ridership. Aligning fares throughout the region, a
stated goal of the study, would result in an expected revenue increase of 3.5% and
ridership decrease of 2.0%.

= Low-income programs may be costly. Implementing a low-income program with an
eligibility threshold of 200% of the regional poverty line would result in an expected
revenue loss of 6.7% with a ridership increase of 1.2%.

= Fare capping may improve fare equity without a significant revenue
decrease. Implementing a fare capping policy resulted in a small ridership increase of
0.2% and revenue decrease of 1.9%. This option may improve fare equity and affordability
with a smaller revenue loss than a low-income program.

FARE SCENARIOS

Eight fare scenarios were developed and modeled to test impacts of fare structure and discount
policy changes to the region as a whole and to individual agencies. Identifying the individual
impacts of a specific change allows for informed decision-making about the likely effects of
implementing new fare policies, as well as helping agencies better plan for the associated changes
in ridership and revenue. The fare scenarios that were modeled and analyzed in the study include:
Region-Wide Flat Fare

Region-Wide Tiered Fares

Optimize Fares to Increase Ridership

Maximize Farebox Recovery

Align Discount Fare Policies

Offer Fare Capping

Offer Low-Income Fare Category

© N O bk w DN

Offer Low-Income Fare Category with General Fare Increase

Scenario 1: Region-Wide Flat Fare

The goal of the region-wide flat fare scenario is to provide a simplified fare structure in which all
four agencies in the region charge the same flat rate fare, regardless of service type. In this
scenario, multiple base fare levels were tested in Scenario la ($1.00), Scenario 1b ($1.25), and
Scenario 1c ($1.50). Pass multipliers for all three scenario iterations were left constant, with day
passes at 2x, 5-day passes at 8x, 7-day passes at 10x, and 31-day passes at 32x. The simplified fare
structure in Scenario 1 would bolster a regional transit system approach.

The three pricing levels in Scenario 1 result in large swings between ridership and revenue, shown
in Figure 4-1. Scenario 1b ($1.25) is the most balanced result of the three options, with small
reductions in ridership and revenue (less than 2%). The agency-specific impacts of a region-wide
flat fare set at $1.25 are shown in Figure 4-2. There are significant revenue impacts for GoTriangle
and GoCary, with decreases of 17.0% and 9.2% respectively, as both agencies would have to
reduce their fares substantially in this scenario. GoDurham would have a revenue increase of 9.1%
accompanied by a ridership decrease of 4.8%.
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While a region-wide flat fare would simplify the customer experience and improve a regional
approach to transit, the steep financial impacts to GoTriangle and GoCary may be prohibitive for
this approach.

Figure 4-1 Region-Wide Flat Fare Ridership and Revenue Impacts

Scenario 1a Scenario 1b Scenario 1¢
15% $1.00 $1.25 $1.50
10%
5.9%
5% 3.4% .
0% L .
-1.3% .1.8° .
-5% &
-5.0%
-10%
-15% -12.7%

Hm Ridership MRevenue

Figure 4-2 Region-Wide Flat Fare - $1.25 Ridership and Revenue Impacts for Agencies
GoTriangle GoDurham GoRaleigh GoCary
15%
[+)
10% A 9.1%
5.0% 4.1%

5% A
n o
0% —
B
-5% A

-4.8%

-10% A

-9.2%

-15% -

-20% A -1 7.0%
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Scenario 2: Region-Wide Tiered Fare

A region-wide tiered fare would simplify the regional fare structure, while allowing regional and
express service offered by GoTriangle to continue charging a higher rate than local service. In this
scenario, GoDurham, GoRaleigh, and GoCary are considered local services, and all GoTriangle
services are considered regional/express. In this scenario, multiple fare tiers were tested in
Scenario 2a ($1.25/$2.50), Scenario 2b ($1.50/$3.00), Scenario 2c ($1.00/$2.50), and Scenario
2d ($1.00/$3.00). The ridership and revenue impacts of the four tiered alternatives in Scenario 2
are shown in Figure 4-3. Scenario 2a is the most balanced of these alternatives, with a slight
decrease in ridership (2.0%) and increase in revenue (3.5%).

The agency-specific ridership and revenue impacts for a region-wide tiered fare set at $1.25 for
local service and $2.50 for regional/express service are shown in Figure 4-4. This fare structure
would have small impacts for GoTriangle and GoRaleigh, but much more significant impacts for
GoDurham and GoCary. GoDurham would be projected to increase revenue by 10.5% and
decrease ridership by 4.4%, while GoCary is expected to decrease revenue by 15.6% and increase
ridership by 2.2%. While this is a large percent decrease in revenue for GoCary, it accounts for an
annual loss of approximately $26,000. The 10.5% increase in revenue for GoDurham accounts for
approximately $278,000, more than ten times as much.

Figure 4-3 Region-Wide Tiered Fare Ridership and Revenue Impacts

Scenario 2a Scenario 2b Scenario 2¢ Scenario 2d
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| —
0%
= O o
.59, -2.0% 2.7%
-4.5%
0% -7.0%
$1.25/ $1.50/ $1.00/ $1.00/
-15% $2.50 $3.00 $2.50 $3.00

H Ridership MRevenue

Page 59

Page 147 of 168



Figure 4-4 Region-Wide Tiered Fare $1.25/$2.50 Ridership and Revenue Impacts for Agencies
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Scenario 3: Optimize Fares to Increase Ridership

This scenario takes an iterative approach to adjusting fares and pass multipliers until prices are
such that ridership is maximized and no longer increases with subsequent decreases in fare price.
This scenario also assumes that fares would not be reduced so low as to provide fare free service
and that pass multipliers must remain within peer agency best practices. Ultimately, the
optimized fare rate was established as a region-wide flat fare of $0.75, with a discount fare rate of
$0.25 and pass multipliers of 2x for day passes, 4x for 5-day passes, 10x for 7-day passes, and 32x
for monthly passes.

The agency-specific ridership and revenue impacts for Scenario 3 are shown in Figure 4-5. These
impacts show large decreases in revenue and increases in ridership for all four agencies.
Ridership increases range from 6.3% for GoDurham to 12.1% for GoCary. Revenue decreases
range from 20.6% for GoDurham to 41.7% for GoCary.

This scenario is not intended to be a potential approach for new fare pricing; instead, it identifies
the potential maximum ridership increase related to fare changes for each agency.
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Figure 4-5 Optimized to Increase Ridership, Revenue and Ridership Impacts for Agencies
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Scenario 4: Maximize Farebox Recovery

Similar to Scenario 3, this scenario takes an iterative approach to adjusting fares and pass
multipliers until prices are such that farebox recovery rate is maximized and no longer increases
with subsequent increases in fare price. The maximized fare for this scenario was established as a
region-wide tiered fare charging $2.25 for local service and $4.00 for regional/express service,
with discounted fares set at 50% of the base fare. Pass multipliers also remained within the range
of peer agency best practices, 2x for day passes, 8x for 5-day passes, 10x for 7-day passes, and 36x
for monthly passes.

The agency-specific ridership and revenue impacts for Scenario 4 are shown in Figure 4-6. These
impacts show large increases in revenue and large decreases in ridership for all four agencies.
Ridership decreases range from 10.6% for GoTriangle to 31.9% for GoDurham. Revenue increases
range from 14.6% for GoTriangle to 32.4% for GoCary.

This scenario is not intended to be a potential approach for new fare pricing; instead, it identifies
the potential maximum revenue increase related to fare changes for each agency.
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Figure 4-6 Maximized Farebox Recovery Ridership and Revenue Impacts for Agencies
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Scenario 5: Align Regional Discount Fare Policies

This scenario assumes that all existing base fares and pass multipliers remain consistent with
existing conditions, but discount policies will be aligned for the agencies. Discount categories for
the agencies analyzed in this scenario include:

= Seniors (aged 65 and older)
= Youth (aged 18 and younger)
= People with disabilities

Youth fares were recently made free for all agencies in the region through the Youth GoPass
program, and these scenario alternatives assume this policy would continue. The existing category
for seniors in GoCary is set at age 60 and older, and this scenario would separate out those aged
60-64 and only apply the senior discount to those aged 65 and older.

This scenario tests four different alternatives for aligning discount policies, including Scenario 5a
(Reduced: Seniors, People with Disabilities), Scenario 5b (Free: Seniors; Reduced: People with
Disabilities), Scenario 5c¢ (Free: People with Disabilities; Reduced: Seniors), Scenario 5d (Free:
Seniors, People with Disabilities). Ridership and revenue impacts for these alternative discount
policies are shown in Figure 4-7.

The results of these scenario alternatives present a range of ridership and revenue impacts, all of
which may be feasible discount policies. Ridership impacts range from a 0.9% decrease in
Scenario 5a to a 2.5% increase in Scenario 5d. Revenue impacts range from a 4.6% decrease in
Scenario 5d to a 5.2% increase in Scenario 5a. Scenario 5b and Scenario 5¢ have more balanced
impacts than the other two alternatives.

Agency-specific ridership and revenue impacts for these scenario alternatives are shown below in
Figure 4-8 through Figure 4-11.
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Figure 4-7 Align Regional Discount Policies Ridership and Revenue Impacts
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There is no change to ridership or revenue for GoTriangle in Scenario 5a, but there are significant
revenue increases and small ridership decreases for the other agencies. GoDurham and GoRaleigh
currently offer free service to seniors over aged 65, so instituting a fare on this discount category
accounts for this increase in revenue and decrease in ridership (Figure 4-8). GoCary currently
provides a discounted fare for seniors aged 60 and older. Altering this category to include only
seniors aged 65 and older provides a small increase in revenue and decrease in ridership.

Figure 4-8 Scenario 5a Agency-Specific Ridership and Revenue Impacts
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Providing free service to seniors and discounted service to people with disabilities results in no
ridership or revenue changes for GoDurham or GoRaleigh (Figure 4-9). Providing free service for
seniors results in a small increase in ridership for GoTriangle and GoCary, but a decrease in
revenue. The 1.4% decrease in revenue for GoTriangle equates to approximately $27,000
annually, while the 7.1% decrease in revenue for GoCary would be approximately $12,000
annually.

Figure 4-9 Scenario 5b Agency-Specific Ridership and Revenue Impacts
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Providing free service for people with disabilities but charging a discounted fare for seniors
results in a small overall increase in ridership and revenue—1.5% and 1.2%, respectively (Figure
4-10). At the agency level, ridership would increase for all four agencies; however, revenue
impacts would be mixed. Revenue for GoDurham and GoRaleigh would increase by 3.3% and
1.7% respectively, while revenue for GoTriangle and GoCary would decrease by 2.1% and 5.2%.

Figure 4-10  Scenario 5¢ Agency-Specific Ridership and Revenue Impacts
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Providing free service for all discount categories (youth, seniors, and people with disabilities)
results in varying levels of increased ridership and decreased revenues for each agency (Figure
4-11). Overall, there would be a 2.5% increase in ridership and a 4.6% decrease in revenue across
the region. Ridership increases range from 1.4% for GoTriangle to 3.0% for GoRaleigh, while
revenue decreases range from 2.7% for GoRaleigh to 14.9% for GoCary. While this alternative has
the largest ridership increase, it also comes with the largest revenue decrease. These priorities
must be weighed and taken into account while developing and implementing new fare structures
and discount policies.

Figure 4-11  Scenario 5d Agency-Specific Ridership and Revenue Impacts
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Scenario 6: Offer Fare Capping

Fare capping is an emerging trend to make transit an affordable option and reduce the fare
burden for cash riders. Fare capping works by allowing transit riders to pay for trips with
smartcards cards or mobile ticket as they ride on a per-trip basis, but will stop charging them
after reaching specific thresholds. In this scenario, fare capping would occur after two trips in a
single day and 32 trips in a single month. Investing in fare capping policy requires implementing
an electronic fare collection system such as smartcards and/or mobile ticketing.

Ridership and revenue impacts for individual agencies are shown in Figure 4-12. Overall, fare
capping would result in a 1.9% decrease in revenue and a 0.2% increase in ridership across the
region. The largest impacts of fare capping would be for GoDurham, which would experience a
3.5% decrease in revenue and a 0.3% increase in ridership.

Figure 4-12  Fare Capping Agency Specific Ridership and Revenue Impacts
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Scenario 7: Offer a Low-Income Fare Category

Offering a low-income fare category is another method for making transit a more affordable
transportation option. This scenario analyzes the impacts of offering a discount to eligible adults
making up to 200%, 150%, and 100% of the federal poverty level. This scenario assumes that 35%
of eligible riders would actually use the low-income fare program—the observed usage rate for the
ORCA Lift low-income fare program in Seattle, WA and in line with the projected usage rate for
TriMet in Portland, OR.

Offering a low-income discount program with a threshold at 200% of the federal poverty line has
the largest impacts to ridership and revenue and is the current industry standard, although 150%
of the federal poverty line is also being used. These thresholds coincide with eligibility for a
number of other public benefit programs and may reduce administrative costs through
streamlined income verification.

Agency-specific impacts of a low-income fare category at 200% of the federal poverty line are
shown in Figure 4-14. Ridership increases for the program range between 0.7% for GoTriangle
and 1.6% for GoCary; conversely, revenue decreases range between 4% for GoTriangle and 9.4%
for GoCary. While this is a large percent difference for GoCary, the 9.4% decrease in revenue
equates to approximately $16,000 while the 4% decrease for GoTriangle is equal to approximately
$78,000.

Figure 4-13  Low-Income Fare Category Ridership and Revenue Impacts
Scenario 7a Scenario 7b Scenario 7¢
8% 200% 150% 100%
6%
4%
2% 1.2% 1.0% 0.8%
0% ] ] —
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-4.0%
-6%
_80/0 -67%

-5.4%
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Figure 4-14
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Scenario 8: Offer a Low-Income Fare Category and a General
Fare Increase

Pairing a low-income fare category with a general fare increase can help offset some lost revenue,
but would also reduce ridership. Building from Scenario 7a, which would establish a low-income
fare category at 200% of the federal poverty line, Scenario 8 would increase all base fares by
$0.25 and provide 50% discounts for low-income passengers.

Overall, Scenario 8 would result in a 2.5% decrease in ridership and a 1% decrease in revenue.
Agency-specific ridership and revenue impacts are shown in Figure 4-15. GoDurham is the only
agency with a revenue increase in this scenario. The ridership impacts for GoTriangle, GoRaleigh,
and GoCary are generally small; however, GoDurham ridership is projected to decrease by 5.2%.

Figure 4-15  Ridership and Revenue Impacts For a Low-Income Fare Category and General Fare Increase
GoTriangle GoDurham GoRaleigh GoCary
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INITIAL FARE SCENARIO RESULTS

The relative ridership and revenue changes region-wide for each scenario are shown in Figure
4-16 and Figure 4-17. The fare structure and resulting ridership and revenue impacts for each
scenario are described in further detail below.

Scenario 1b, which proposes charging all passengers the same flat fare of $1.25 and a
discounted rate of $0.50, regardless of local, regional, or express service type, resulted in
small ridership and revenue decreases (less than 2% each).

Scenario 2a, which proposes a tiered fare structure in which fares for regional and express
service are set at $2.50 and local fares are aligned at $1.25, resulted in a relatively small
ridership decrease of 2% and a 3.5% revenue increase.

Scenario 3 reduced fares to maximize ridership and resulted in a 7.7% increase in
ridership with a 25.2% revenue loss. This scenario represents the theoretical maximum
ridership increase.

Scenario 4 increased fares to maximize farebox recovery and resulted in a revenue
increase of 23.8% with a 24.3% revenue loss. This scenario represents the theoretical
maximum revenue increase.

Scenario 5b, which aligned regional discount policies in order to provide free service to
youth under the age of 18 and seniors over the age of 65 and discounted service to people
with disabilities, resulted in very small changes to ridership (0.1% increase) and revenue
(0.5% decrease).

Scenario 6 offers fare capping after passengers purchase two trips in one day and 32 trips
in one month. This scenario resulted in a small ridership increase of 0.2% and a revenue
decrease of 1.9%.

Scenario 7a established a low-income fare category set at 200% of the federal poverty line
and had the largest revenue decrease, aside from scenario 3. In this scenario, ridership is
expected to increase by 1.2% and revenue is expected to decrease by 6.7%.

Scenario 8 expands on Scenario 7a by coupling the low-income fare program with a
general fare increase to offset revenue loss. This scenario assumes the low-income
program is set at 200% of the federal poverty line and each agency’s base fare is increased
by $0.25. This scenario resulted in small ridership and revenue decreases—2.5% and 1%,
respectively.
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Figure 4-16 Initial Fare Scenarios Ridership and Revenue Change

Change in Ridership % Change in Revenue %

Ridership Change Revenue Change
1. Region-Wide Flat Fare -154,000 -1.3% -$141,000 -1.8%
2a. Region-Wide Tiered Fares -234,000 -2.0% $279,000 3.5%
3. Optimize Fares to Increase . .
Ridership 887,000 7.7% -$1,994,000 -25.2%
4. Maximize Farebox Recovery -2,815,000 -24.3% $1,887,000 23.8%
5h. Align Discount Fare Policies 11,000 0.1% -$39,000 -0.5%
6. Offer Fare Capping 23,000 0.2% -$147,000 -1.9%
7a. Offer Low-Income Fare Category 143,000 1.2% -$533,000 -6.7%
8 Offer Low-Income Fare Category . .
with General Fare Increase -289,000 -2.5% -$81,000 -1.0%

Figure 4-17  Initial Fare Scenarios Ridership and Revenue Percent Change

B Ridership % Change B Farebox/Fee Revenue % Change

Scenario Scenario Scenario Scenario Scenario Scenario Scenario Scenario
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5 Recommendations

This chapter culminates the findingsfromthe existingconditionsanalysis, peer reviewandbest
practices, and fare modelingeffortto establish a set of fare policy, pricing, and product
recommendationsforthe Wake-Durham region. The followingfare recommendations incorporate
resultsfromreviewing national best practices, evaluation of fare scenarios, and refining concepts
with the Fare Working Group.

The recommendationsin this sectionare divided into two categories:

= Fare Structure Recommendations: Recommendationsto specific fare products
offeredto theriding public and pricing of those products.

= Fare Policy Recommendations: Recommendationsrelated to internally-adopted
policies or proceduressuchas fare collection, as wellas revised or newfare policies such
as fare capping, mobile ticketing, and passsales.

Additionally, it is anticipated that recommendations from thisstudy will be implemented in two
phases:

= Phasel: Fare structure, discount policies, and pricing should be aligned
across theregion. Beginning in the Summer of2019, it is recommended thatthe
regionimplement a tiered fare structure ($1.25/$2.50) with consistentdiscount policies.

= Phase?2: Fare capping, smartcards, and mobile ticketingshouldbe pursued
in early 2020. After thefarestructure and discountpoliciesare aligned, the region
should pursue the implementation and integration of mobile ticketing, fare capping, and
smartcards.
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FARE STRUCTURE RECOMMENDATIONS

The recommended fare structure is providedin Figure 5-1. The recommended fare structure takes
into accountexperience across the transit industry, fare study goals, as wellas fare pricingat peer
agencies. To improve regional coordination between the fouragencies, it is recommended that
fares, pass options,anddiscount policies are all made consistent. The recommended approach
wouldbetoestablishatiered regional fare structure withaligned discountpolicies, consistent
pass options,andfare capping.

The recommended fare structure and discount policies are proposed forimplementationin
Summer 2019. The recommended fare structure incorporatesthe following:
= DiscountPolicies:
— Youthl2andUnder—Free
— Youthl13to18—Freewith YouthGoPass, otherwise 50%discount
— Seniors65andOlder—Free
— Peoplewith disabilities —50%discount
= PassOptions:
— Day Pass
— 7-Day Pass
— 31-Day Pass
= Paratransit:
— Fare twicebase fare ($2.50/$5.00)
—  Offer 11-ticket bookletforthe priceof10 ($25.00/$50.00)
= Fare Capping (to beimplemented inearly 2020):

— Fareswouldbecappedafter purchasingtwo ridesin oneday and 32ridesin one
month
To improve consistency throughout the regional agencies, it is recommended that GoDurham
eliminate 5-day passes, allagenciesadopta 15%discountforday passbundles,andallagencies
continue allowingmagnetic stored value cards as anadditional fare mediaoptionfor passengers.

Figure5-1  Recommended Regional Fare Structure

’ ‘ Regional/
Fares/Multipliers Local Express
Base $1.25 $2.50
Day Pass $2.50 $5.00
7-Day Pass $12.00 $24.00
31-Day Pass $40.00 $80.00
Base Discount $0.60 $1.25
Discount Day Pass $1.25 $2.50
Discount 7-Day Pass $6.00 $12.00
Discount 31-Day Pass $20.00 $40.00

Page 73



Ridership and Revenue Impacts

Asdiscussedin Chapter 4, consumptionoftransit—ike other goodsand services—reactsto cost.
Significant research over time has examined the sensitivity of transit ridership to fare increases.
In transit, the standard measurementofsensitivity to fare changesmeansthatforevery 10%
increasein fares, ridership will decrease by 3% (andv ice-versa). As such, elasticity factorsare
common in fare modelingand can help determine anticipated ridershipand revenue changes
from the proposedfareincrease or decrease, and the fare modeling effort conducted as part of
this study helped identify anticipated impactsof the suggested fare structure.

The ridershipand revenue impactsforeachagencyareshown in Figure 5-2andFigure 5-3.1
Region-wide, the recommended scenario would reduce ridership by approximately 240,000
passengers (2.1%) and increase revenue by approximately $94,000 (1.2%).

= Impactsto GoTrianglearerelatively small, with ridership decreasing by 9,000 passengers
(0.6%) and revenue decreasing by $11,000 (0.6%).

= Impacts to GoDurhamare much larger, including a ridership decrease 0f 247,000 (4.7%)
and arevenueincreaseof$192,000 (7.3%) as aresultofan increase to the existingbase
fare.

= GoRaleighridershipwouldincrease by 11,000 (0.2%) passengers and revenue would
decrease by $55,000(1.7%).

= The impacts to GoCaryare significantas a percentage, but the absolute numbersappear
less severe. Ridershipwould increase by 5,000 (2.5%) and reve nue would decrease by
$31,000(18.6%).

The farebox recovery rate for eachagencyis shown in Figure 5-4. Region-wide, the recommended
scenariowould have a smallimpact on farebox recovery rates, increasing by 0.2%; however, there
are moresignificantimpacts for individual agencies. GoDurhamis the only agency to improve
farebox recovery, increasingfrom15.9%to 17.1%. Go Triangle’sfarebox recovery rate would
decreaseveryslightly (0.1%), GoRaleighwould decrease by 0.3%, and Go Cary would have a more
significantdecrease (1.7%).

! Since the Youth GoPass was implemented prior to completion of this study, no impacts were assumed related to this
fare product.
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Figure5-2  Total Ridership and Revenuelmpacts of Recommended Fare Structure
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Figure5-3  Percent Ridership and Revenuelmpacts of Recommended Fare Structure
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Figure5-4  Farebox Recovery Rate Impacts of Recommended Fare Structure

20.0%
17.1%

15.9%
15.0% 13.5% 13.8%
11.5% 11.6%
7.5%
5.0% I
0.0%

GoTriangle GoDurham GoRaleigh GoCary

B Fare Recommendations M Existing

Page 76



Page 165 of 168

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

Phase 1 Policy Recommendations

In conjunctionwith fare structure recommendations, several policy recommendations are also
suggested for implementation in summer 2019.

Establish Pass Sales Agreement and Standardized Discount Policies

Thereisan opportunity to formalize and expand third-party retail salesof passes by establishing
pass salesagreements. Thiswould allowthe agenciesto standardize retailerand social service
agencydiscountpoliciesregion-wide. Itis also recommended thatall pass types be made
availablein all locations, withthe exception of day passes, whichwouldbe the only pass offered
onboard. Improvingavailability of passes improvesthe rider experience, raises visibility of the
agencies, and further facilitates regional integration.

Expand GoPass Program
Thereareseveral opportunitiesto expandand improve the GoPass program including:

= ExpandGoPassprogramtoemployersofany size
= Offer neighborhood passoptionfor passengerswithout anemployer GoPass
= Consider implementingtiered pricing structure based onemployer/neighborhoodsize

Itisrecommendedthatthe cost of the GoPass programbe based on the number of trips taken by
pass holders andthe pre-determined costper trip. Agreementsshould be formalized witha
contract toensure thatagenciesare adequately reimbursedfor ridership. Atthe same time, the
partner entity can be confidentthat they benefit from the relationship through improved accessto
service foremployeesand discounted ratesassociated with a pre-paid fare. Agenciesshould
consider thefollowingin developing pricing structuresand contracts:

= Discounted per trip rates: Programs like GoPassalmostalwaysoffera discounted trip
rate. Theamountofthediscountmustbalance the benefit ofa large, bulk purchase with
the actual costofprovidingthe service.

= Actualtripstaken by bulk passholders: The number oftripstakentogether with
the fare determinesthe costofthe program, and thusagreement on howthe number of
trips takenis measuredis critical. Depending onthe type of fare collection system used by
atransit agency, passusage may be easily measured atthe farebox. Inother cases, trip
levels canbe measured throughsurveys.

= Escalationrates:Programslike GoPass are nearly always effective in increasing transit
ridership. Consequently, programcostscanincrease substantially over time. Transit
agencies and universities often negotiate escalation ratesto ensure program cost
increasesare manageable forend users, especially in the earlyyearsofthe program.
Contractsshould allowfor periodic adjustmentof pricingaccordingto changesin
ridership,operatingcost, and level of service provided.

=  Programmarketing: Forthesetypesofprogramsto besuccessful,they mustbe
successfullymarketed. Marketingshould capitalize on the costbenefitsto ridersandthe
environmental benefitsassociated with the programand should include information
about howtouse transitand/or other transportation programs.
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Establish Formal Guidelines for Fare Adjustments

Severalfactorsneed to be considered whenraisingfares, ranging fromhowfaresare perceived by
the transit-riding public, whether theyarein line with peer agencies, to whatis the appropriate
ratio between passenger faresand operatingcosts. I n the future, the Wake-Durham region should
consideratransparentfareincrease policy that enables more regularfare increases tostayin line
with inflation and other revenue related trends.

The followingguidelinesare provided for eachagency’sconsideration:

On an annual basis, the average fare, subsidy per passenger, and farebox recovery ratio
shouldbereviewed when developingthe annual operatingbudget. Ifall threeratiosare
decliningand coststo operate the service are increasing, consider a fare adjustment.
The local consumer price index should be monitored; ifincreasesare greater than5%in
any givenyear, consider increasing fares to keep pace with inflation.

Monitor andtrack use ofallpassesandifthereis asignificantdropin sales withany fare
product, consider a fare adjustment for that product. Similar to underperforming routes,
underperforming fare products should be evaluated for adjustments or elimination.

For all futurefare increases, passproductpricesshouldbe roundedto the nearestdollar.
Single-ride prices and/or day passproductsshould be roundedto the nearest quarter.
Across-the-board fare increases are simple and transparent, but will oftencreate

disproportionate impacts. These typesoffareincreases should be avoided unless
supported by evidence that the strategy meetsspecific goalsat the time of evaluation.

Servicesthatoffera competitive time or comfortadvantage over vehicle or transit
alternatives shouldbe pricedat a higher level to differentiate the product.

These guidelinesassume that service levels would remain constant. Fare increases paired with
service level increases may be warranted assuming supportexistsfor both. Fare increases paired
with service cutsshould be avoided whenpossible.

Establish Region-wide Discount ID

Alongwithaligning regional discountpolicies, standardizing acceptable discount I Ds would
facilitate additional regional integration. Each agency is currently issuingsome formofdiscount
ID; however, this policy recommends developing and issuing one standardized IDthatwouldbe
accepted by all agencies. Additional policies could be established for accepting other forms of ID
(e.g.,Medicarecard).
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Phase 2 Policy Recommendations

Additional policy recommendationsare suggested forimplementation in early 2020, after the
short-termrecommendationsare in effect, as wellas to allow eachagency adequate timefor
procurement of fare technology and fareboxupgrades.

Pursue Mobile Ticketing

Mobileticketing (payment using a smartphone) offersan increase in customer convenience over
paperor smartcard payment, as well as potential operational savings. Smartphone payments
eliminate the needfor customersto procureand carry a physical fare paymentmedia, may reduce
delay in fare payment (by reducing cash in the system), and reduce the volume of passes that
must be processed by the farebox (potentially lowering maintenance costs).

Inthis day andage of nearly ubiquitous smartphone adoption, mobile ticketing can make booking
and payingfortransita seamless experience for many riders and help lower the barrierofentry
for new transitusers. However, while digital o ptions like mobile ticketingare aneasy optionfor
someriders, it canbe intimidatingora non-option for others. Thus, it is recommended that
agencies in the Wake-Durham regioncontinue to offer traditional ticketing o ptions to
accommodate all riders—particularly those with disabilities, older adults,and low-income
residents withoutsmartphones.

Pursue Fare Capping

Asdiscussedin Chapter 3, fare capping is an emerging trend with benefitsincludingincreased
affordability of passes, increased fare equity, and increased simplicity. Fare cappingis particularly
beneficial for low-income riders who may not have the cashonhandto purchasea 31-day pass
and end up paying more in cash faresover the course of the month. Fare capping canbe
introduced throughelectronic smartcards, which trackfare payments throughan internal
database, or through mobile ticketing, which tracks fare payments and automatically provides
riders a passonce the paymentthreshold has beenreached.

Implementing fare cappingin conjunctionwith mobile ticketing and/or smartcardsis
recommended to improve the affordability of transit service for riders.

Consider Implementation of Smartcards

Investing in smartcard infrastructure is costly, butimprovesthe customer experience and
available passoptions. Transitioning to smartcardswould require upgrading the farebox
infrastructure onbusesthroughout the region and ensuring regional coordinationonfare
products and accounting to accommodate interagency transfers. While mobile ticketing could
provide a numberofthese benefitsat a reduced cost, electronic smartcardsare commonamong
peeragenciesandshould continue to be explored forimplementation in early 2020to provide
additional rider benefitsand maintain regional competitiveness.
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FARE RECOMMENDATIONS SUMMARY

Fare recommendationsfor GoCary, GoDurham, GoRaleigh,and Go Triangle are comprised of fare
structure changes and policy recommendations. Thefirst phase of implementationis anticipated
to occurin Summer 2019, with additional recommendationsanticipated for implementation in
early 2020. Figure 5-5 providesa summary of recommendations developed aspartofthe Fare
Integration Study.

Figure5-5  Fare Recommendations Summary
Type | Recommendation
= |mplement two-tiered region-wide fare structure with a local base fare of $1.25
and regional/express base fare 0f$2.50
= Offer consistent discounts/categories
—  Youth 12 and Under —Free
— Youth 1310 18 — Free with Youth GoPass, otherwise 50% discount
Fare Structure —  Seniors65+—Free
ﬁﬁf&g‘n"%enqgt?gg " < mer — People with Disabilies —50% discount
2019) = Offer $2.50/$5.00 paratransitbase fare
= Provide consistent products/discounts
—  Offer 15% discountfor Day Pass bundles
— Continue o offer Value Cards
— Eliminate GoDurham5-Day Pass
—  Sellonly Day Passes on-board
= Establish pass sales agreementand discount guidelines
Phase 1 Policy = Pursue new sales parmerships
Recommende_mo ns = Expand GoPass program
(Implementationin Summer . . .
2019) = Establish guidelines for fare adjustments
= |mplement region-wide discount|D
Egiz‘:nzmicr’]lé%o s = Pursue mobile ticketing
(Implementationin Early - Pursge fare capping i
2020) = Consider implementation of smartcards
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